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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Higher education involves more than providing college coursework,
instruction, and experiences to stimulate and develop the intellect.
Concern for the development of the whole individual has resulted in
efforts to integrate intellectual and personal development within
this educational setting.

Faculty members may be able to facilitate

this integrative process through not only course contacts but also
the advisement process.

Research programs at Princeton, Stanford,

Swarthmore, and the University of Arizona have indicated that the
utilization of advising services for programs of study is related to
students'

personal development needs (Stanford, 1969).

The advisement process thus may provide a viable means through
which faculty members can impact on their students'
experience within institutions of higher education.

total educational
Consequently,

the utilization of faculty members to assist students with their edu
cational, vocational, and personal concerns is commonly used within
institutions of higher education
1977).

(Bogard, Hornbuckle, & Mahoney,

The literature abounds with illustrations of effective col

lege advisement systems

(Levine & Weingart,

1973), new plans to meet

changing student needs, and new combinations of existing facilities
and functions

(Dameron & Wolf, 1974; Ender, 1975; Sheffield & Meskill,

1972) .

1
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Underlying these proposals for better college advisement, how
ever, are various factors which may interfere with the development of
the basic relationship between the faculty advisor and the student
advisee.

The advisement process within institutions of higher educa

tion has been the target of severe criticism from both faculty and
students who charge inadequacy, dehumanization, and routinization
(Gibson,

1973).

Typically,

faculty perceive their roles as advisors

to be extracurricular rather than a function integral to education.
Students,

in turn, feel hesitant and apologetic to use faculty time

for advising except for the administratively required signatures or
releases (Crookston,

1972a; Gibson, 1973) .

Another potential interference is communication.
Gardner

Kramer and

(.1977) suggest that ineffective communication is conceivably

the primary source of many of the problems which evolve through the
advisement process.

Hence, much of the difficulty which exists be

tween the advisor and the advisee may either be precipitated by poor
communication or made more serious as a result of ineffective commu
nication.
Since advisement can have a significant impact on the lives of
college students and since there exist barriers to this process,

the

removal or modification of obstructive factors would be most benefi
cial in promoting the necessary development of this fundamental
facuity/student relationship.
In analysis of the process of college advisement,

it is essen

tial to develop a conceptualization of college advisement in the con
text of need, purposes, and differential roles

(with related
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3
characteristics and qualities, rewards, and structures)
advisors and advisees.

for both

Based on the findings of such an analysis, it

should be possible to determine the necessity for the development and
implementation of a change system within the process of college
a d v isement.
Examination of previous literature, however, does not reveal the
existence of any plan of systematic educationa.1 evaluation related to
the organization of college advisement,

to the procedures exercised

in advisement, or to the performance of individual faculty advisors
in terms of perceived effectiveness.

College advisement represents a

complex and difficult area for study since it does not appear to have
definite boundaries.
port to the need
ever,

This lack of definitiveness

thereby lends sup

for evaluating the college advisement process.

How

immediate direct evaluation of this process would appear to be

p r e m ature.
Writers in the area of educational evaluation all too often de 
pict evaluation as consisting solely of direct planning and implemen
tation of the process.

A fundamental activity not generally incorpo

rated in the major tasks germane to program evaluation, however,
preplanning:

is

establishing an appropriate basis on which to determine

the need to develop and implement evaluation.
the college advisement process.

Such is the case with

Before consideration of the evalua

tion of college advisement can occur,

it is necessary to first iden

tify the basic elements of the process of advisement and the need for
evaluation.

Meaningful evaluation of college advisement cannot occu'

until the purpose(s) and components of the advisement process are
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clearly defined.

The development of preplanning guidelines in the

context of the college advisement process is the major focus of this
dissertation.

Statement of the Problem

The primary purpose of this investigation was to produce a set
of systematic preplanning guidelines which can be used to develop an
appropriate information base on which to determine the need to plan
and implement an evaluation of the process of college advisement.

A

secondary purpose was to identify a model or models of evaluation
appropriate

for evaluating the college advisement process.

The spe

cific objectives addressed within this investigation include the fol
lowing :
1.

To identify the major components of the college advisement

process.
2.

To identify the major components of various models of educa

tional evaluation as they relate to the college advisement process.
3.

To develop a set of procedural guidelines which provide

practical suggestions and meaningful information and direction con
cerning the preplanning phase of an evaluation of the college advise
ment process.
4.

To design the procedural guidelines to be applicable to

either the college advisement process as a whole or to specific
aspects of the process of college advisement.
5.

To determine the adequacy of the procedural guidelines for

providing sufficient information to guide evaluation of the college
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advisement process.
6.

To develop recommendations and modifications for the use of

these guidelines in systematically preplanning an evaluation of the
college advisement process.
7.

To identify an appropriate evaluation model(s) which may be

used to evaluate college advisement.

Rationale

The procedural guidelines developed in this dissertation were
designed to provide a systematic way of approaching the preplanning
considerations of an evaluation of college advisement.

The develop

ment of such guidelines was, however, hampered by the diversity which
exists in the advisement process.
All institutions of higher education profess their own philos
ophy of education,

appropriate available resources, and formulate and

identify certain student needs.

With regard to demographic charac

teristics, most institutions are unique; both faculty and students
exemplify a diversity of backgrounds.

Therefore,

the implication is

that the college advisement approach, not the institution itself, is
the significant variable.

With regard to advisement,

it is the re

sponsibility of each institution to routinely evaluate its specific
approach, utilizing the opinions of faculty advisors and administra
tors in addition to those opinions expressed by student advisees.
The purpose of this effort was not to indicate any single advise
ment process as most appropriate
tion.

Conversely,

for all institutions of higher educa

it was intended to identify generally agreed upon
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dimensions and components of the college advisement process to which
a set of procedural guidelines could be applied.

The guidelines are

designed to be used within a setting in which the college advisement
process is already established and functioning.

They are not de 

signed to specify an evaluation methodology for college advisement.
Rather,

the purpose is to present a comprehensive list of considera

tions and activities that will provide an information base sufficient
to guide evaluation of the college advisement process.

Then, if wa r

ranted, an evaluation of the college advisement process can be planned
and implemented using models of educational evaluation herein identi
fied as being appropriate or other models which meet the needs of the
desired evaluation effort.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

This chapter is divided into four major sections.

The first

section is a review of research pertaining to the process of college
advisement.

The second section is a review of research inherent in

the field of educational evaluation.

The third section provides a

discussion of the process of preplanning an evaluation and its utili
zation with college advisement.

The last section presents a synopsis

of the review of literature and focuses on a discussion of the appli
cability of various models of educational evaluation within the con
text of the process of college advisement.

The Process of College Advisement

In addition to their fundamental responsibility for classroom
instruction,

it is assumed that both college and university faculty

will fulfill various other functions.

These secondary tasks may

include directing research, serving on different committees, con
sulting,

providing community assistance, and advising students in

various capacities.

The opinion of some researchers has been that

faculty members were more concerned with research, graduate instruc
tion, and external consultation,
instruction,

than with quality undergraduate

to the detriment of quality instruction (Chronister,
7
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1971; Douglass, 1928; Young, 1968).

Research, however, has indicated

that the majority of faculty view classroom instruction, as opposed
to research and publishing, as a fundamental endeavor and as a pri
mary avenue of satisfaction (Gaff & Wilson,
thermore,

1971; Perry, 1969).

Fur

faculty members are beginning to perceive their jobs as

more of an interpersonal process.

Consequently, in view of this

newly adopted interpersonal role of the faculty,

the process of col

lege advisement has slowly begun to gain some recognition and accept
ance as a legitimate and fundamental function.
College advisement has been referred
of the overall intention of education,
(Meyers, 1964; Milton,

1972; Moore,

to as an integral component

the development of individuals

1965).

On the other hand, col

lege advisement has not always been recognized as a valid faculty
function.

Faculty have been accused of demonstrating a lack of com

mitment and performance of undergraduate advisement that is flagrantly
inadequate
1972).

(Cameron, 1943; Dressel, 1973;

Furthermore,

Furniss,

1970; Miller,

little attempt has been effected by faculty to

improve the process of college advisement

(Dressel, 1973; Hallberg,

1964) .
Historically,

the college advisor has been involved with "help

ing the student choose a major or an occupation as a central decision
around which to begin organizing his/her life" (Crookston, 1972a,
p. 12).

Faculty and students, however, often assume different mean

ings of the term "advisement."

Since many faculty have conceptualized

teaching as strictly related to course matter presented either in the
classroom or in the laboratory,

they have assumed advisement to be of
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a secondary, less crucial nature.

College advisement has been per

ceived as "an added burden, an extracurricular, non-teaching activ
ity" (Croolcston, 1972a, p. 16).

Expectations concerning the services

of the advisor have also been confusing.

One position has been that

it is the responsibility of the faculty member to "advise" while it
is the responsibility of the student to take advantage of that serv
ice.

Specific built-in expectations or requisites

(course selection,

sectioning approvals, signatures, etc.) have existed and it has been
the responsibility of the advisor to assure student compliance.

As a

result, some advisors have perceived themselves as nothing more than
administrative control personnel, a contention with which students
have readily agreed.
Students have also responded to the perplexing conceptualization
of what the college advisement process purports to be and what it
actually is.

The college advisor has been presented as someone whose

"advice" may be respected or ignored at the discretion of the student;
however,

this preference has seldom prevailed.

stances,

the student has been required to secure the advisor's author

ization or approval.

Under most circum

Consequently, students have perceived the ad 

visor as the controlling agent in the advisement relationship and as
having the sole responsibility in the decision-making process,

regard

less of efforts on the part of the advisor to conscientiously advise
and to have the students assume the responsibility for decisions
(Crookston,

1972a) .

College advisement has been conceptualized not only as providing
direction in developing a program of study, assessing students'
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educational growth and vocational intentions
Crookston,

(Chickering, .1969;

1972a; Hardee, 1970), but also as "facilitating the stu

dent's rational processes, environmental and interpersonal inter
actions, behavioral awareness, and skills in problem-solving,
decision-making,

and evaluation through persuasion, interpretation,

evaluation, motivation, and integration"

(Grites, 1974, pp. 8-9).

Review of the literature has suggested that college faculty advise
ment and instruction conceivably fulfill almost the same educational
function.

Teaching has been described as the "communication between

two or more people in which appropriate changes in the behavior of
the learners occur as a result of the teacher's conveyance of an idea
or feeling about a subject" (Grites,
Riskind

(1971),

1974, p. 8).

According to

the teacher has evolved into an expert in some disci

pline, a socialization agent, a role model, and a conveyor of impres
sions and reactions.
Investigation of these portrayals has indicated the mutual char
acteristic shared by the two functions of college advisement and
teaching— communication of impressions or feelings for the purpose of
eliciting some behavioral change.

College advisement, therefore,

should not be conceived of an an unseemly, dislocative role of the
faculty, but instead a natural adjunct to the teaching responsibility
(Borland, 1973; Cameron,

1943; Farnsworth,

1962; Hardee,

1970).

Definitions of College Advisement

Central to a conceptualization of the college advisement process
is an awareness and interpretation of the many definitions of college
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advisement which are reported in the literature.

College advisement

is a complex activity which has gained recognition in assisting stu
dents to develop an awareness of, and appreciation for,
educational advantages.

their maximal

"Advising assists students to realize the

maximum educational benefits available to them by helping them to
better understand themselves and to learn to use the resources of an
educational institution to meet their special educational needs and
aspirations"

(Crockett, 1978, p. i ) .

In addition, Kramer and Gardner

(1977) stated that college advisement was "(1) clarifying needs
through the recognition and identification of advisee and advisor
roles, and (2) responding to or meeting needs arising from the role
acted by the advisee with one appropriate or parallel for the advisor"
(p. 22).

Furthermore, advisement was "greatly enhanced or facilitated

by an advisor's awareness of the interconnectedness of the many roles
played and willingness to incorporate these roles in the discussion
one at a time rather than mixing them together"

(Kramer & Gardner,

1977, p. 22).
The college advisement relationship is a process involving plan
ning, change, and evaluation and not just a series of isolated events.
Kramer and Gardner (1977)

suggested:

Advising is a series of activities undertaken by two prin
cipals, advisor and advisee, to accomplish the advisee's,
and to some extent the institution's, goals for progress
through a complex learning experience.
The advisor is the
institutional representative charged with aiding the advisee
in formulating those goals and in making reasonable or sys
tematic progress to achieve them.
In a sense, the advisor
is both an agent of the institution to ensure that the
advisee achieves minimal standards, and an agent of the
advisee in achieving advisee standards.
(p. 26)
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Thorpe (1955) suggested that college advisement maximizes the
benefit that faculty can confer in availing themselves to students
who wish to consult periodically with them on academic or other mat
ters.

In addition,

the process of college advisement has been de

picted as providing the faculty member with insights and understand
ings which broaden his/her perspective, enhance his/her understanding
of and appreciation for students, and better his/her teaching
(Johnson,

1952).

The foregoing studies seem to be summarized in Mayhew's

(1977)

list of six elements which are central to a meaningful interpretation
of college advisement.

The process of college advisement includes:

1.
Helping students to clarify their values and goals
to better understand themselves as persons.
2.
Helping students understand the nature and purpose
of higher education.
3.
Helping students explore educational and career
options, and links between academic preparation and the
world of work.
4.
Helping students plan educational programs con
sistent with their interests and abilities.
5. Assisting students in a continual monitoring and
evaluation of their educational progress.
6.
Integrating the institution's many resources to
meet students' special educational needs and aspirations.
(p. 1)
In brief,

the process of college advisement serves to coordinate the

total educational experience.

Furthermore,

the past views of the

process of college advisement appear to be well reflected in Mayhew's
description of advisement.
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Dimensions of College Advisement

College advisement has been variously defined by researchers of
the subject, but the consensus of opinion undeniably points to the
fact that college advisement fulfills a great many needs and performs
an important duty within the educational system.
identify the various dimensions

(types)

It is important to

of college advisement in

order to achieve the highest possible standards so that the advise
ment process can be performed to the satisfaction of all concerned.
College students have been perceived as sharing many interests,
attitudes, and natural dispositions with faculty, and one of the
major consequences of their college experience— and inferentially of
their advisement relationship with faculty— has been to accentuate
those interests and concerns
1975).

(Wilson, Gaff, Dienst, Wood, & Barry,

Critics of higher education

(Alberti, 1972; Bogard et a l .,

1977; Gaff & Wilson, 1971; Grites, 1974; Moore,

1965; Williams,

1977;

Wilson et a l . , 1975) have asserted that effective education necessi
tates close working relationships between faculty and students, and
have stressed the significance of close faculty-student interaction.
These same critics have interpreted this interaction not only as a
mechanism by which the transmission of knowledge and student intel
lectual growth has best been facilitated, but also as an educational
goal in its own right.

Advisement within institutions of higher edu

cation has subsequently been assigned equal importance with faculty
teaching styles and practices within the classroom.
situation,

In view of this

it would seem of major importance that methods and means
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of advisement be given careful scrutiny and as scrupulously planned
as are the methods and means for actual teaching.
A philosophic orientation pertaining to the dimensions of the
process of college advisement has gradually evolved to encompass the
full development of students.

Shoben (1953) has referred to the edu

cational objectives of both the process of college advisement and of
higher education as aiding students in recognizing maximum personal
potential of others as well as of themselves.

This process helps to

make their future goals more understandable with regard to both pro
fessional and personal objectives, and facilitates their understand
ing of education as it applies both to their lives as students and as
gr a d u a t e s .
As it becomes increasingly apparent that knowledge attained can
only be utilized to its fullest extent if the learners concerned have
a comprehensive understanding of themselves,
motivations,

their skills,

their empathies with their fellow man, etc.,

their
the impor

tance of synchronizing college advisement with faculty teaching
clearly emerges.
In addition,

the dimensions of the process of college advisement

have been conceptualized within a miniature society in which students
acquire all the necessary attributes with which to make a meaningful
contribution within the larger society (Shoben, 1953).
within the college advisement process have,

Services

therefore, varied from

(a) familiarizing and orienting students in recognizing the nature
and availability of institutions of higher education and what they
have to offer,

(b) disseminating information concerning institutional
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requisites

(ground rules under which they do e x ist), to (c) formu

lating relationships with advisors who can be there to distribute
information,

listen to problems, and perhaps give advice and counsel

(Allan, 1976; Crockett,

1978; Grites,

1974; Kramer & Gardner,

1977).

The very complexity of the dimensions of the process of college
advisement demands a systematized,

inclusive approach capable of

giving constructive guidelines to the advisory staff.
The dimensions of the college advisement process have been
interpreted by Kramer and Gardner

(1977)

as incorporating some combi

nation of the following functions and objectives:
1. Academic advising refers to specific academic mat
ters, such as course selection, programming, dropping and
adding courses, and advice rendered to your students con
cerning academic programs and careers.
2.
Career advising is that form of academic advising
that you do to translate career choices into educational
goals and to relate academic curricula to career opportu
nities.
(p. 35)
Related but not always considered integral to the advisement process
have been the following dimensions:
3.
Counseling or assisting students in dealing with
emotional or psychological adjustment problems.
4.
Career counseling using psychological procedures
to help a student with the self-evaluation and recogni
tion of capabilities and interests.
5.
Career planning relating the outcome of the
evaluation of career counseling to information currently
available about world of work.
(p. 35)
The psychological impact of good college advisement has never
been more apparent than in the present day atmosphere of increasing
stress and tensions.

College advisement,

therefore, has been
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represented as a set of activities that are related to, but differen
tiated from,

the operations of counseling, career counseling, and

career planning.
Throughout the literature,

two difficulties have prevailed—

those of stating and maintaining a conceptualization of (a) the
dimensions of the process of college advisement, and (b) the possible
relationships and overlapping functions between the activities of
counseling and advisement.

Inherent in each of the activities re

lated to college advisement, however, has been the concept of infor
mational advisement, which most institutions of higher education have
agreed is the very least that an advisor must provide in any capacity
of the advisement process
Gardner, 1977; Metz,

(Grites, 1974;

1976).

Hardee, 1970; Kramer &

Advisors have been perceived as being

knowledgeable about requisites, policies, and procedures of their
respective institutions.

Advisors have been expected to demonstrate

an awareness of, and knowledge about, courses, resources, career and
graduate school opportunities,

career choices, and available student

services or counseling agencies on c a m p u s .

Since 80% of advisement

appears to be informational by nature (Kramer & Gardner, 1977, p. 38),
failure to furnish this exemplary fund of knowledge means failure to
set up a firm advisement relationship with students.

Such advisors

are perceived to be somewhat less than satisfactory in their advise
ment capacity, and advisees will not return for further discussions.
B eing a member of faculty does not ensure an automatic knowledge of
g eneral affairs concerning students.

Since sound information is di

rectly connected with further interchange,

it is important that
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advisors are familiar with the necessary information.
The heavy emphasis upon the need for advisors to have on hand
information of all kinds seems to mesh with Mayhew's

(1977) Point 6,

that the process of college advisement includes "integrating the
institution's many resources to meet students' special educational
needs and aspirations"

(p. 1).

Supplying information,

though, is

only one facet of the advisor's work— at least of equal importance is
each of Mayhew's other five points.

It would seem almost impossible

for advisors to constantly have at their fingertips all required in
formation.

It is feasible, however,

that they should make every

effort to have reputable sources to which the advisee could apply for
the required information.
As previously mentioned, college advisement serves to formulate
relationships with advisors who are available to distribute informa
tion, listen to problems, and perhaps give advice and counsel (Allan,
1976; Crockett, 1978; Grites, 1974; Kramer & Gardner, 1977).
important first step, however,

An

in the process of college advisement

is to formulate and maintain a conceptualization of the potential
relationships and overlapping functions between the various dimen
sions of advisement which may consist of the following:
1.

Academic advising, which refers to academic programs.

2.

Career advising, which refers

to the relationship between

academic curricula and career opportunities.
3.

Counseling, which refers to emotional problems.

4.

Career counseling, which refers to self-evaluation

and rec

ognition of capabilities and interests.
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5.

Career planning, which refers to the relationship between

capabilities and interests and available career opportunities.
Only through an awareness of these dimensions, therefore, can close
working relationships be established and sustained between faculty
advisors and student advisees.

Roles of Advisors

College advisement is based upon the nature of the task, knowl
edge of the differential skills and competencies of both parties con
cerned, and some agreement through negotiation on the terms of the
relationship itself.

Regardless of the relationship to be defined,

Crookston (1972a) stated that the goal was toward openness, acceptance,
trust,

sharing of data, and collaborative problem-solving, decision

making, and evaluation.
Perhaps the greatest difficulty is found in the differential
meaning that faculty and students attach to the term "advisors'

roles."

Perceptions and expectations of the faculty advisors' roles by stu
dents and faculty,

themselves, may differ considerably.

"Differences

in role expectations create a role conflict for the advisor:

a con

flict between the role as perceived by the advisor and the role as
defined by students" (Gadzella, 1977, p. 2).
and Williamson

According to Sargent

(1966) , the concept of role "aids in describing and

interpreting social interaction, especially within clearly defined
groups.

Role, as the social psychologist defines it, permits indi

vidual variation,

stresses the perceptual factor and reciprocal nature

of the interaction, and includes

'situational'

roles" (p. 415).
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Siegel (1968) suggested the existence of two schools of thought
regarding the faculty advisor's role.

Some authorities have indi

cated that the advisor serves in the capacity of a resource, or a
patron— in effect,

"he who advises least,

advises best" (p. 156).

The majority, however, have subscribed to the opinion that the funda
mental responsibility of the advisor is to offer expert guidance.
essence,

In

the advisor's essential duties have been conceived as serv

ing in the capacity of an educational leader and as a "source of
strength and continuity for students" (Siegel, 1968, p. 156).
Hardee (1970) characterized the role requirements of the faculty
advisor as tridimensional:

(a) a concern for and knowledge of the

institutional purpose and the manner in which that purpose is used
for the student's education,

(b) an understanding of the fact that

the student's goals are a blend of many personal and external factors,
and (c) the facilitation of the student's learning through personal
contacts with the student.

Attempting to be all these things to a

student within the structure of teaching, research, and service could
nonetheless lead to less than adequate advising.

Yet the faculty

advisor is often perceived as the first choice in a hierarchy of helpgiving sources for solving educational and vocational problems
(Christensen & Magoon,
Kramer and Gardner

1974; Kramer, Berger, & Miller, 1974).
(1977) proposed that an advisement relation

ship involving a student advisee and a faculty advisor who incorpo
rates the posture of advisor and adult is both preferable and profit
able.

As an advisor, one can seldom respond through one role alone,

"because an advisor is, by consensus, more than one role" (p. 22).
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Consequently, a suitable manner in which to view oneself as an
advisor is to perceive oneself as a manipulator of roles "so closely
interconnected that your function is to include many (not just one)
in any interaction"

(Kramer & Gardner,

1977, p. 22).

Chickering (1969) suggested that a useful response by faculty
advisors incorporates five requisite ingredients:
ing, feeling, inquiring, and respecting.
advisees, you must attend to the media,
(Kramer & Gardner,

listening, watch

"In dealing with your
the message, and the sender"

1977, p. 15).

From the advisee's viewpoint:
The most helpful things you can do beyond the technical,
informational aspects of advising are to try to understand
his or her college experience, to clarify what is being
experienced, to illuminate more fully the problem and the
ideas that surround it— and to do this in a manner that
exhibits a high degree of respect for the advisee.
(Kramer & Gardner, 1977, p. 15).
According

to Gadzella (1977), knowledge of students' perceptions

of an ideal advisor might aid in narrowing the differences between
the advisor's perception of his/her role and the student's perception
of the advisor's role.

This information could assist advisors in

determining what students expect of them and, as a result, enable the
advisors to better meet the needs of their students.

The following

list presents a comprehensive compilation of the kinds of knowledge,
background, and skills derived from the literature (Bogard et al.,
1977; Crookston,

1972b; Gadzella, 1977; Grites, 1974; Hardee, 1959;

Kramer & Gardner,

1977) perceived by both faculty and students as

being essential qualities of the advisor for effective advising:
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1.

Understanding the background of experience, aptitude,

achievement, and interests of each student.
2.

Availability of the advisor.

3.

Knowledge of courses.

4.

Knowledge of institutional/departmental procedures and

policies.
5.

Ability to refer students to correct resources.

6.

Information on vocational and career plans.

7.

Concern for student's academic progress.

8.

Establishing rapport and a sound two-way communication

relationship with the student.
9.

Listening to the student and his/her expressions of inter

est and concern for the matter at hand.
10.

Interacting with the student in the cooperative exploration

of his/her problems, academic and nonacademic.
11.

Understanding of the student's personal needs.

12.

Offering advice, but placing the responsibility upon the

student to weigh the evidence and make decisions within the framework
of the university policy.
13.
In brief,

Respect for decisions.
the advisor seems to require the ability "to help students

define and develop realistic goals,

to perceive their needs accu

rately, and to match these needs with appropriate institutional re
sources.

This is best done in the context of a caring and trusting

relationship"

(Mayhew, 1977, p. 1).
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Implicit in this list of components crucial to an effective
advisement relationship are the methods of effective communication
incorporated within that relationship.

Kramer and Gardner (1977)

suggested that ineffective communication was perhaps the principal
source of difficulty in advising.

Many problems between an advisor

and an advisee either stemmed from poor communication or were made
more serious due to ineffective communication.

What and how the

advisor communicates can convey to the advisee the advisor's interest,
concern,
her.

understanding, and commitment to advise and deal with him/

Consequently, communications are very important in that they

can have a positive or negative impact.
(undated),

According to Collingwood

this impact limited, restricted, or extended the degree to

which a facilitative and productive advisement relationship was
es t a b lished.
The following list presents those conditions identified in the
literature

(Carkhuff, 1969; Collingwood, undated;

Swensen, 1973) as

basic to the communication process:

1.

Empathy

2.

Warmth or respect

3.

Genuineness

4.

Concreteness

5.

Self-disclosure

6.

Immediacy

7.

Conf rontation

■ is a need to establish good rapport between the advisor and the
advisee.

Without good rapport, there is less chance the communication
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process will be satisfying and effective, less chance for a positive
relationship to be established, and consequently,
advisement process to occur successfully.

less chance for the

Better communication leads

to a better relationship, and the result is a more effective and sat
isfactory delivery of advisement services.
The disparities between this advisement position and confusion
are critical, because it is the responsibility of the advisor to in
corporate and examine the varying conditions in such a manner that
they do not become indistinguishable.
Gardner

According to Kramer and

(1977) , clarity evolves through "identifying and communicat

ing where you are coming from" (p. 22).
the process of advisement,

Therefore, when discussing

it is crucial to establish that both

advisor and advisee are following the same process of advisement.
Otherwise, serious difficulties result from deviations from this
requisite mutual view of what roles are suitable within the advise
ment relationship.

Kramer and Gardner

(1977) suggested that the ini

tial activity in alleviating confusion is "to increase your awareness
of roles and your ability to recognize commonly assumed roles"
(p. 18).

The following roles and associated definitions proposed by

Kramer and Gardner (1977) simplify this activity:
1. A dult— one who combines age and experience to
cope successfully with life; grown; mature.
2.
Expert— one whose training, achievement, and
position signify mastery of a subject matter area; spe
cialist.
3.
Teacher— one who is charged by an institution
with transmission of skills, knowledge, or information to
others; educator; instructor; tutor.
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4.
Friend— one with whom one has an emotional and
personal attachment (affection); companion; confidant;
comrade; associate.
5.
Judge— one who by virtue of special skills,
training, or position is afforded the activity of eval
uating or assessing; arbiter; judicator; critic.
6. Authority— one who has prestige and/or power
and/or is accorded sanction by an institution to give
directions and have them carried out; official.
(p. 18)
In total perspective,

therefore:

The complex interaction of the tasks of achieving greater
emotional security, defining adequate social and sexual
roles, and developing autonomous competencies by your
advisee demands that in your roles of advisor and adult
you assume little, accept all available data as potentially
significant, and proceed with judiciousness and humility.
(Kramer & Gardner, 1977, p. 15)
The college advisor has the responsibility to share information and
experience,

to express suggestions and constraints, but ultimately

must disassociate himself/herself and provide the advisee the occa
sion to do what only he or she can do:

formulate choices and judg

ments and accept subsequent responsibility for them.
In the advisor's roles,
mount importance.

the concept of communication is of para

As noted earlier, the advisor must not only "in

crease his awareness of roles

[and his] ability to recognize commonly

assumed roles" (Kramer & Gardner,
communicate the various roles.

1977, p. 18), but must be able to

The advisor should serve as a "source

of strength and continuity for students" (Siegel, 1968, p. 156) and
again, he must be able to communicate this strength and continuity to
his advisees.

The advisor must establish rapport and a sound two-way

communication in all his relationships with the advisee.

Ineffective

communication has been cited as creating difficulty in the advisement
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relationship

(Kramer & Gardner, 1977).

It is the manner in which the

advisor communicates with the advisees that suggests to them the ad
visor's interest in, and commitment toward,
tionship.

their advisement rela

Consequently, communication plays a vital part in any one

of the advisor's numerous roles.

Qualifications of Advisors

Little agreement has been achieved on who qualifies as a college
advisor.

Fordyce and O'Banion (1971) were in favor of the profes

sional counselor assuming the responsibilities of the college advisor.
Their preference was based on the premise that each semester's course
selection had implications for students' curricula, which subse
quently pertained to personal,

career, and vocational aspirations.

The professional counselor was perceived as being detached and un
biased, yet demonstrating the expertise essential to comprehend and
examine the factors involved and to advise the student accordingly.
Allen (1971) conceptualized the process of college advisement as
integral to the "total guidance or student personnel process" in
which the students receive support in formulating conclusions.

A

competent instructional program requires a sound counseling program
in which the aggregate faculty must be counselor oriented.
ess of college advisement "in the sense of course selection,

The proc
curricu

lum planning, and limited vocational and personal advising can be
handled by the faculty,

leaving more time for the counselor to spend

with referral cases requiring greater use of professional knowledge"
(Bogard et al.,

1977, p. 5).
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Proponents of the process of college advisement administered by
faculty members have postulated various convincing reasons for assign
ing instructional staff the unique or major responsibility for col
lege advisement.

Arguments most frequently cited included similarity

of the teaching and advisement functions

(Hardee, 1970), expertness

and specificity of teaching faculty (Hallberg, 1964),
knowledge of academic programs

instructor

(Gallagher & Demos, 1970), and fre

quency of contact between faculty and students

(Evans & Neagley,

1973) .
Individuals proposing counseling personnel management of advise
ment responsibilities have posited equally persuasive evidence.
Dameron and Wolf

(1974) suggested a model of college advisement in

which a professional counselor assumes major responsibility for the
advisement process, with the assistance of pre- and paraprofessional
personnel.

Their rationale for exclusion of faculty personnel in

cluded such reasons as "insufficient training and experience, cost
involved in released time for advising, restricted knowledge of
employment market trends, and lack of program coordinating ability"
(Teague, 1977, p. 281).

The process of college advisement, however,

has not yet been afforded recognition as a distinct operation,

inde

pendent of the customary teaching responsibilities, nor considered in
evaluation measures to determine salary, promotion, or tenure (Astin &
Lee, 1967; C h r o nicle, 1973; Davis & Derbigny,
1971; Gustad, 1961; Love, 1949).

1955; Gaff & Wilson,

Were faculty members compensated

accordingly for their advisement duties,

they,

readily perceive it as a valid function;

furthermore,

themselves, would more
they would be
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willing to exert a more conscientious effort.

Therefore, salary,

promotion, and tenure decisions should be based on the evaluation of
all dimensions of the college faculty personnel, with emphasis given
to the overall role of college advisement.
Metz (1976) suggested that perhaps the greatest difficulty in
selecting college advisors is related to lack of knowledge about
which "attributes/skills/characteristics" contribute to the making of
a good advisor.

The following suggestions were offered as possible

solutions to this dilemma:
1. We select only those persons who express a will
ingness to serve as an advisor— where this effectively
wipes out all faculty and staff selections in an academic
unit, that unit should be required to furnish professional
and/or peer advisors for its students.
2. We select only that person who regularly has both
space and time available for advising— I have no magic
minimum for either to propose but would suggest that the
advisee feel some sense of personal privacy in the location
and feel no sense of "let's-hurry-up-and-get-this-thingdone" in the conversation.
3. We select persons who can and will commit them
selves to participation in advisor training programs.
4. We select persons without regard for hierarchical
position within the institution (assuming conditions 1. ,
2., 3., above, already are met)— deans and chairpersons
and classified staff and freshmen should be allowed to be
selec t e d .
5. We select persons from all academic disciplines
where advising is to be done in a cross- or non-disciplinary
setting— concern for student development appears in an array
of physical and intellectual forms.
6. We select persons who are emotionally capable of
hearing— this is obviously the most difficult attribute to
identify and I leave you to your own favorite instruments
and screening devices.
(p. 9)
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Metz (1976)

further proposed that "the advisor behavior desired be

moulded from training, actual experience, and systematic evaluation"
(p. 10).
The preceding presents a well-structured plan for selecting
advisors.

The type of person to be selected, however, must also be

included in this plan.

According to the literature (Chathaparampil,

1970; G r i t e s , 1974; Jones, 1963; Metz, 1976; Miller, 1950; Robinson,
1960) , persons who qualify to be advisors are those who are inter
ested in the personal needs of their advisees and are able to relate
this concern in affable advisement relationships.

Perceptions and Expectations
Pertaining to College Advisement

An examination of the process of college advisement must not
only review the activities of the faculty advisors and their atti
tudes toward student advisees, but must include the perceptions and
expectations of the advisees,

themselves, because both are directly

involved in the advisement relationship.

Recent studies have accented

the concerns of student advisees regarding the effectiveness of fac
ulty advisors.

Students are insisting upon demonstrated competency,

accountability, and equal input (Grites, 1974; J e n k s , 1969; Young,
1968).

Student advisees' expectations of faculty advisors include

"accurate information about programs, careers and institutional pro
cedures, and a personal interest shown in them" (Grites, 1974, p. 12).
Kaufman (1968) and Chickering (1969)

suggested that faculty ad

visors assume the responsibility of fostering both the intellectual
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and emotional growth and development of their student advisees.
Feldman and Newcomb (1969) supported the credibility of faculty ad
visors with student advisees by demonstrating that faculty advisors
are more influential, particularly in the development of vocational
aspirations,

than are parents.

Furthermore,

the extent to which fac

ulty advisors were perceived as exerting influence on the student ad
visees'

intellectual development was directly related to the fre

quency of advisor-advisee interrelationships

(Alberti, 1972; Feldman &

Newcomb, 1969; Gaff, 1973; Grites, 1974).
Grites

(1974) demonstrated that "student perceptions of advisors

were directly related to the advisor's knowledge of campus rules and
regulations,

the number and length of advising sessions, student-

advisor contacts outside of the advisory situation, and the desire for
such contacts" (p. 63).

Furthermore, student advisees expected the

advisement relationship to be conducted on an interpersonal basis.
Interestingly, student advisees' perceptions of faculty advisors:
were not related to or affected by the student's grade
point average, class standing, sex, race or transfer
status or by the teacher's age, length of time as an
advisor, sex, race, ranking of advising function impor
tance or number of advisees.
Neither were student per
ceptions of advisors related to the length of the advisoradvisee relationship.
(Grites, 1974, p. 64)
The conclusion that college advisors are capable of making sev
eral contributions in the identification and management of dissension
in the process of advisement and in the advisement relationship can
be drawn from the following four assumptions postulated by Kramer and
Gardner (1977):
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1. Advisees view the advisor as holding achieved
status and, as a result, generally attribute high legit
imate power or social esteem to the advisor.
2. Advisees expect or take for granted that advisors
will perform competently as adults in their adult role.
3.
The advisor's failure in meeting expectations in
the role of adult creates for the advisee a strong negative
reaction toward the advisor.
4. Management of conflict and issues surrounding the
exercise of authority are pervasive concerns that all ad
visors must face.
(pp. 33-34)
Consequently, the evidence presented in the literature indicates the
necessity for faculty advisors to develop an awareness of, and appre
ciation for,

the personal requisites of their student advisees, and

to communicate this discernment in a warm, friendly interpersonal
r e lationship.

Synopsis

It is apparent from the literature that the college advisement
process entails many facets.

The major points from the literature

r eview are summarized below:
1.

The diversity of roles played by the college advisor.

2.

The importance of awareness, both on the part of the advisor

and the advisee, of the varying definitions and dimensions of college
a dvis e m e n t .
3.

The need for advisors to formulate warm, comprehensive, and

enduring relationships in all areas of commitment to student advisees.
4.

The paramount importance of good communications between the

advisor and advisee in all aspects of the college advisement process.
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5.

The need for a definite plan for the selection of advisors,

and definite qualities to be required in potential advisors.
Therefore,

faculty persons engaged in college advisement and

aware of the above variables can facilitate both the advisement proc
ess and the development of preplanning guidelines for evaluating col
lege advisement.

The Process of Educational Evaluation

Evaluation is a complex procedure, containing elements of a
dozen or more distinct activities.
of a single element,

It involves determining the worth

such as an experience or an idea, as well as the

worth of more complex entities, such as a program or an objective.
An evaluation assumes standards or criteria, so that the value of a
single element, such as a suggestion, may be judged on some intrinsic
foundation— for example,

its relevance or irrelevance.

The value of

several optional ideas may be determined through comparison of their
relative adaptability to a predesigned program, while the value of an
experience may be determined by the extent to which it provides de
sired changes in others who have had the same experience.
Since evaluation is a process for describing, determining, and
reporting information to suitable decision-makers,
ily be incorporated within the educational process.

it must necessar
Once preplanning

considerations have been addressed, it becomes necessary to subscribe
to systematic means for ongoing evaluation of a proposed advisement
process.

Hence, several established evaluation models are being re

viewed for their relevancy and appropriateness within the context of
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college advisement.

The following general criteria summarized from

Guba are used as the basis for model appropriateness:
(b) time efficient,

(c) cost effective,

(d) systematic,

(a) concise,
(e) parsimo

nious, and (f) practical.

Stake's Countenance and Responsive Evaluation Models

In his Countenance and Responsive Evaluation Models,

Stake (1967,

1972) advanced the assumption that the primary activity in evaluation
involves description and judgment.

This concept requires that the

evaluator collect, analyze, and report the judgments of all persons
associated with the program, but refrain from making judgments him
self .
The Countenance Model
evaluation as a process

(Stake, 1967)

incorporates a definition of

through which the worth of an educational

program is described and assessed.

The purposes of evaluation will

deviate under varying circumstances, but the main purpose is to de
scribe and to judge.

Fundamentally, descriptions and judgments are

made to satisfy the demands of objectives, but care must be taken not
to neglect more extensive positive and negative effects.
Stake (1967)

felt that evaluators should assist persons in judg

ing a program by providing them with an inclusive portrayal of the
program.

This portrayal must include the program's antecedents,

transactions, and outcomes, and comparisons of all three must be made
with regard to what the staff planned, and to what they actually
a c c o m plished.
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The evaluator's analysis of goals helps program staff determine
whether they can logically assume that the program design can produce
the required results.

Analysis of the facts aids the audience for

whom the evaluative data are intended in deciding if the program
actualities really accomplished the program objectives

(Guba, Note 1).

Stake believes also that the evaluator should specify the standards
for judging programs and should examine the program for possible side
effects
A major limitation of Stake's

(1967) Countenance Model is its

lack of clarity in a number of areas which include:

(a) the means

for eliciting standards, and (b) the ways of accounting for rival
merits and criteria, or multiple criteria.

Therefore,

it appears to

be unsuitable in planning and implementing an evaluation of the col
lege advisement process in which the procedural guidelines

for pre

planning the evaluation must be generalizable to advisement within
any institution of higher education.
In his Responsive Evaluation Model, Stake's

(1972) definition

holds that evaluation is a process for the portrayal and merit (de
fined as a function of the possible multiple value positions held by
the pertinent audiences)

of an educational program.

The purpose of

evaluation is to respond to audience requirements for information,
particularly in terms of the value perspectives held by each audi
ence (Guba, Note 1).

In other words,

the evaluator collects judg

ments, characterizes, analyzes, and reports back to the people who
are involved in the program and wants them to make the final judg
ments .
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According to Stake's conceptualization, evaluators should not
conduct their evaluations according to any predetermined plan; nor
should they require that an explanation of the program to be studied
should be made before the evaluation study is commenced.

Conversely,

they must be acutely aware of evaluation needs as they arise in a
program, and must exercise every available means in fulfilling these
needs.

Their primary need is to assist their clients.

The funda

mental issue of Responsive Evaluation is warm and uninterrupted com
munication between the evaluator and his client.
A major limitation of Stake's Responsive Evaluation Model is its
approach which is both informal and random.

Planning and implement

ing an evaluation of the process of college advisement requires the
development of systematic procedural guidelines.

Furthermore,

the

model fails to state clearly what the issues are or how they are to
be resolved.

P r o v u s ' Discrepancy Evaluation Model

Provus

(cited in Yavorsky,

(DEM)

1976) developed the Discrepancy Eval

uation Model (DEM) which seeks to provide information about educa
tional programs to meet two purposes:

improvement and assessment.

Evaluation is defined within the DEM as:
the comparison of what is, a performance (P), to an expec
tation of what should be, a standard (S). If a difference
is found to exist between the standard and the performance,
this difference is known as a discrepancy (D). Discrep
ancies may be positive, where performance exceeds the
standard, or negative, where performance is less than the
standard.
(p. 3)
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Provus' model was specifically designed to help large city schools in
the evaluation of their federal projects.

It aids personnel in sta

bilizing their programs and then in determining the worth of these
programs.
Provus

(cited in Yavorsky, 1976) proposed five stages of evalua

tion within his DEM, each of which requires a "standard (a written
program design)":
1.
Design Evaluation— outside experts, program staff,
and other interested parties judge the substantive adequacy
of program p l a n s .
2.
Input Evaluation— seeks to determine whether the
program has been installed as planned:
preconditions met,
inputs in their places, and processes set in motion.
3.
Process Evaluation— monitors the sequential ac
complishment of enabling objectives (those sub-objectives
which "enable" the achievement of major program goals)
specified in the program design.
4.
Output Evaluation— is essentially "summative" in
nature— i.e., its main purpose is program assessment.
It
builds on the foundation provided by input and process eval
uation to (1) determine the degree to which program terminal
objectives have been achieved, and (2) substantiate causa
tion .
5.
Cost-Benefit Analysis— refers to the comparison of
two or more programs producing the same outputs.
(p. 4)
A major limitation of the DEM is its preference for total staff
participation in the development of the program design which is ex
tremely time consuming and demands consensus among participants.
DEM, however,

is appropriate

college advisement.

The

for use in evaluating the process of

A model that operates in a defined way across a

number of settings could be applicable to faculty advisors with vary
ing backgrounds, student advisees differing in environment and
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nationality, and diverse geographical or physical settings.

The con

cept of looking at the component parts of the advisement process
makes it possible to consider any one component for its own worth.
This, again, validates

the DEM for use in evaluating the process of

college advisement.

Wolf's Judicial Model

Since it would appear that Wolf has never tendered a definition
of evaluation,

it must be assumed that he believes the process of

evaluation to be a guide to decision making, especially in the area
of issues.

It can also be inferred that he views evaluation both as

a way of measuring effects, and as a method of judging merit.

Wolf's

purpose is to clarify, apprize, and judge issues which are based on
the interests of the people influenced by or implicated in the item
or activity being evaluated.
The Wolf Judicial Model (Guba, Note 2) is very similar to a for
mal court hearing.

First the activity being evaluated is assessed

with regard to information accrued during an earlier, formative eval
uation.

The next step is the identification of the issues in point,

followed by prioritization of the issues and the preparation of for
mal arguments to be used.

Now prehearing discovery sessions are held,

to which are added any relevant data from the earlier formative eval
uation.
held.

Then the hearing, patterned on an administrative hearing, is
After an exchange of views and an examination of all available

material, an evaluation is made, which results in judgments being
handed down and recommendations put forth.

All information which is
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pertinent to the matters in hand and admissible under the agreed-upon
rules may be considered in the above exercise.
Guba (Note 2) summarized the design of the Wolf Judicial Model
in the following manner:
The evaluator must arrange for:
preliminary identifica
tion of issues, the reduction in their number to a manage
able few by determining their priority, the preparation
(by each counsel) of formal arguments, pre-hearing dis
covery sessions at which counsel exchange information about
the cases they will make and determine the procedural rules,
selection of the hearing panelists, a hearing modeled on
the administrative hearing as a prototype, and rendering
of judgments (including recommendations) by a hearing
panel.
(p. 1)
The procedures allow for the probable admission of any prevailing
evaluations and are characteristic of the Judicial Model being
modeled on those of the administrative hearing in the law.
This process can be used to evaluate many diverse entities, in
cluding such things as programs, staff members, accommodations, etc.
Also,

in this approach issues may be clarified and members of inter

ested groups allowed to make contributions.
Wolf's Judicial Model is the first to stress that human testi
mony is less fallible than typical evaluation, evidence which is pre
dominantly circumstantial and, therefore, not as forceful.

It rein

forces contributions by recording important questions raised by con
cerned groups of people.

It excludes objectivity as virtually un

obtainable and in its place puts adversary proceedings

(Guba, Note 2).

It works well where ponderous evaluations are being considered, espe
cially when political involvement is present; and it allows all evi
dence to be viewed impartially and justly.
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However,

the overall function of this model is misleading.

is time consuming and expensive.
trained in courtroom techniques,
educators.

It

It can only work with evaluators
techniques not usually possessed by

Since it imposes no penalties for perjury, deceptive evi

dence can safely be given.

It is difficult to handle and so is worth

while only in the evaluation of extremely important inquiries.

Given

these limitations, especially the one concerned with the need for
special skills, it is obvious that Wolf's Judicial Model would not be
helpful in planning and implementing an evaluation of the college
advisement process.

Scriven's Goal-free and Pathway
Comparison Models of Evaluation

In his historical article, The Methodology of Evaluatio n, Scriven
(1967) defined evaluation as:
A methodological activity which consists simply in the
gathering and combining of performance data with a weighted
set of goal scales to yield either comparative or numerical
ratings, and in the justification of (a) the data gathering
instruments, (b) the weightings, and (c) the selection of
goals.
(p. 4)
Scriven (1972), however, has indicated that he would now replace the
term, "goal scales," with "criterion scales."
In addition to ascertaining whether goals have been attained,
Scriven (1967) stated that it was also imperative to judge those
goals.

This view is further supported by Stufflebeam (1976) in his

statement that "the aim of evaluation is always to judge and that it
is the evaluator's responsibility to make the judgments" (p. 9).
Scriven (1967) postulated that in establishing merit, evaluation
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played two primary roles— "formative evaluation which assists in the
development of programs, and summative evaluation which assesses the
merit of programs after they have been developed and subsequently
implemented"

(Stufflebeam, 1976, p. 9).

Scriven has been acclaimed for his conceptualizations of Goalfree Evaluation and Pathway Evaluation.

In Goal-free evaluation,

the

evaluator intentionally remains uninformed as to the specific goals
of the program or management and "searches for all effects of a pro
gram irrespective of any rhetoric concerning what the program was in
tended to produce" (Stufflebeam, 1976, p. 9).

One advantage of Goal-

free evaluation is that those individuals whose programs are being
evaluated are not able to influence the evaluator in their favor
(Guba, Note 3).

The evaluator has no prior orientation to the pro

gram and its goals,

thereby remaining completely objective while pay

ing attention to what is happening within the program to determine
what is real versus what is ideal.

A major disadvantage, however, of

Goal-free evaluation is that if the evaluator does not know what any
of the goals of the program are, he could look in the wrong place for
effects.

Furthermore, because Goal-free evaluation is not outcome-

oriented,

the evaluator could provide a description of something

which he observed as a process without knowing the actual intent of
the process.

Because the design of Goal-free evaluation is unstruc

tured and definite goals are not specified, Goal-free evaluation
would not be appropriate in planning and implementing an evaluation
of the college advisement process which incorporates explicit yet
generalizable goals and objectives.
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Pathway evaluation can best be approached through Scriven's
Pathway Comparison Model which is a checklist with nine steps evalu
ators should follow in guiding their own evaluations or developing
designs to judge another's evaluation.
rated within this model:

Two basic stages are incorpo

(a) data analysis, which consists of char

acterizing the program or product, and (b) credentiality, which
Scriven refers to as validating the program or product.

The nine

steps are incorporated within these two stages in the following man
ner:

Data Analysis

1.

Characterizing the nature of the program to be evaluated.

2.

Clarifying the nature of the conclusion wanted from the

evaluation.
3.

Assessing evidence about cause-and-effect relationships be 

tween independent and dependent variables in the program.
4.

Comprehensively checking for all consequences of the program.

5.

Determining and

assessing the criteria of merit and the

philosophical arguments pertaining to the program.
6.

Assessing various kinds of program costs.

Credentialing

7.

Identifying and

assessing the program's critical competitors.

8.

Identifying the

program's constituents and performing a needs

assessment to determine the program's potential impact.
9.

Forming a conclusion about the merit of the program.
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Because the Pathway Comparison Model is primarily a checklist to
be used more appropriately within the context of meta evaluation
which is, in essence, evaluators evaluating evaluations, it does not
appear to be utilizable within the planning and implementing stages
of an evaluation of the process of college advisement.

The primary

purpose of this enterprise is to produce a set of systematic guide
lines for developing an appropriate information base on which to de
termine the need to evaluate the advisement process.

The Pathway

Comparison Model could, however, be used as a supplementary aid
throughout the development of the procedural guidelines or as a final
checklist with which to determine the efficacy of the guidelines.

Guba's Methodology of Naturalistic Inquiry (N/I)

Naturalistic Inquiry (N/l) is not actually a new inquiry, having
its roots in ethnography and phenomenology.
definitions of N/I.

House said,

There are a number of

"I would label as

'naturalistic'

evaluation which attempts to arrive at naturalistic generalizations
on the part of the audience

. . . uses ordinary language

on informal everyday reasoning" (Cuba, 1978, p. 3).
asserted that,

. . . based

Wolf and Tymitz

"It is a process geared to the uncovering of many

idiosyncratic but nonetheless important stories told by real people,
about real events, in real and natural ways"

(Guba, 1978, p. 3).

Neither of these definitions could be labeled as systematic or formal.
Because it is relatively difficult to accurately describe N/I,
the following statements are drawn from a few of the papers collected
by Willems and Raush (1969)

in a systematic attempt to formulate a
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conceptualization of N/I.

Sechrest (cited in Willems & Raush, 1969),

a psychologist, suggested that, "There are any number of ways in
which an attitude may manifest itself, and with one exception (auto
matic response m e a s u r e s ) , the manifestations are not limited to the
laboratory.

It is the stimulus situation, not the response,

defines a naturalistic method"
Raush,

(p. 152).

that

Gutmann (cited in Willems &

1969), a psychologist interested in cross-cultural studies,

For me, the crux of the naturalist's method is that it
does not treat nature as passive.
The naturalistic as
sumption in any field, is that intrinsic orders exist
"out there" and that these regularities will organize
and drive events even though our theories take no notice
of them. . . . Thus, the techniques and instruments of
the naturalist are aimed at bringing out, at highlighting
some implicit order in the domain of his interest, and
toward turning the implicit order into explicit data . . .
the special task of the naturalist is to generate data.
(p. 162)
In summary, Willems and Raush stated that:
1.

Naturalistic inquiry is always a matter of degree.

2.
The degree to which a study is naturalistic is a
function of what the investigator does.
3. What the investigator does in relation to stimuli,
independent variables, or antecedent conditions is one
crucial dimension.
4.
What the investigator does in restricting the re
sponse range or domain of the subject's output is a sec
ondary dimension in the minds of two of the authors
(Willems and R a u s h ) .
5.
Barker, Menzel, and Gutmann suggest that natural
istic inquiry provides the means for an investigator to
approach behavioral phenomena as if for the first time,
with minimal determination by prior theoretical categories.
6.
The term "naturalistic" is understood by all the
above to be a term that modifies "research" or "method"
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but not "phenomena."

(Guba, 1978, pp. 6-8)

The purpose of the naturalistic inquirer is the discovery of
phenomena "whose empirical elaboration and testing would be worth
while" (Guba, 1978, p. 13).

If he wishes

to test relationships be

tween interesting phenomena, he will look

for instances in which

the

relationship can be observed rather than organizing it under con
trolled conditions.
According to Guba (1978)

the naturalistic inquirer:

seeks a holistic view that will permit him to describe and
understand phenomena as wholes, or at least in ways that
reflect their complexity.
He enters the field and builds
outwards from wherever he happens to find himself.
Each
step in his inquiry depends on the sum of his insights
from previous steps. . . . The naturalistic inquirer
tends to be open-minded, exploratory, and complex in his
position.
(pp. 13-14)
In the N/I Model,

"the design can be given in advance only in

completely" (Guba, 1978, p. 14).
garding the design,

If specific details were given re

this would "place constraints on either anteced

ent conditions or outputs or both" (Guba,

1978, p. 14).

Thus, the

nature of the inquiry would no longer be naturalistic, but conven
tional.

Instead,

the design is formulated during the course of the

investigation, and is continually changing,
ongoing perceptions.

Consequently,

through fresh input and

"emergent, variable designs are

among the hallmarks of naturalistic inquiry"

(Guba, 1978, p. 14).

The naturalistic inquirer takes a very flexible view of the
nature of reality.

Much of the reality which must be dealt with

exists only in the minds of individual people with differing percep
tions, and who is to say who is right and who is wrong.

Since the
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N/I Model tends toward a pluralistic view, it would be useless in a
study requiring definite results.

Also, within the N/I Model,

the

issue of generalizability is very much at stake, since occurring re
lationships are much more likely to be observed than those effected
under laboratory conditions.

Therefore, because it is desired that

the guidelines developed within this investigation be generalizable
to the process of advisement within any institution of higher educa
tion,

the N/I Model is deemed inappropriate for planning and imple

menting an evaluation of college advisement.

S t ufflebeam1s CIPP Model of Educational Evaluation

In general,

Stufflebeam (1976)

ascertainment of merit.

refers to evaluation as the

Specifically,

Evaluation is the process of delineating, obtaining, and
applying descriptive and judgmental information; concern
ing some object's merit; as revealed by its goals, design,
implementation, and results; and for purposes of decision
making and accountability.
(p. 28)
Stufflebeam (1976) has also suggested numerous major issues to keep
in mind pertaining to this definition of evaluation:
1.
Evaluation may appropriately be used to assess a
wide range of objects including programs, projects, person
nel, students, courses, extra curricular activities, facil
ities, materials, institutions, budgets, and evaluations.
2.
Evaluations yield descriptive and judgmental in
formation about the g o a l s , d e sign, implementation, and re
sults of some object.
3.
Evaluation is performed in the service of decision
making; hence, it should provide information which is use
ful to decision makers either for drawing conclusions or
projecting future actions.
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4.
By maintaining a record of past decisions and of
the information that was available to support them, eval
uation also assists decision makers to be accountable for
their past decisions and actions.
5.
Evaluation is a cyclic, continuing process and,
therefore, is best implemented through a systematic pro
gram.
6.
The evaluation process includes the three main
steps of d e l i n eating, obtaining, and applying. These
steps provide the basis for a methodology of evaluation.
7.
The delineating and applying steps in the evalua
tion process are interface activities requiring collabora
tion between evaluators and decision makers, while the
obtaining step is largely a technical activity which is
executed mainly by evaluators.
8.
Since evaluations provide information for making
decisions that often affect peoples' lives, evaluations
should be conducted ethically, produce technically sound
information, prove useful to clients and audiences, and
not cost more than they are worth.
(pp. 29-31)
Figure 1 represents Stufflebeam's proposed definition of evaluation
and of the key terms in this definition.

Definition:

EVALUATION IS THE (1. PROCESS) OF (2. DELINEATING),
(3. OBTAINING), AND (4. APPLYING)
AND (6. JUDGMENTAL)
SOME (8. OBJECT'S)
(10. GOALS),
AND

(5. DESCRIPTIVE)

(7. INFORMATION); CONCERNING
(9. MERIT) AS REVEALED BY ITS

(11. DESIGN),

(12. IMPLEMENTATION),

(13. RESULTS); AND FOR PURPOSES OF (14. DECISION

MAKING) AND (15. ACCOUNTABILITY)

Terms:

1.

P r o c e s s . A particular, continuing and cyclical
activity subsuming many methods and involving
a number of steps or operations.

2.

Delin e a t ing. Focusing information requirements
to be served by evaluation through such steps
as specifying, defining, and explicating.
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Figure 1.

3.

Obt a i n i ng.
esses as
ing, and
tics and

Making available through such proc
collecting, organizing, and analyz
through such formal means as statis
measurement.

4.

A p p l y i n g. Combining data and information into
meaningful messages and using the information
to serve the purposes of the evaluation.

5.

D e s c r iptive. Representational through presenta
tion of observed facts.

6.

Judgm e n t al. Relating to subjective opinions
about goodness or badness, desirability or
undesirability, or other estimates of worth.

7.

Information. Descriptive or interpretive data
about entities (tangible or intangible) and
their relationships.

8.

O b j e c t . The thing, such as a program, student,
or textbook, that is being evaluated.

9.

M e r i t . An object's worth or excellence in
quality or performance.

10.

G o a l s . The ends toward which effort or ambition
is directed.

11.

D e s i g n . An underlying scheme intended to govern
functioning.

12.

Implementation. The extent that a design is
operationalized and applied.

13.

R e s u l t s . Things obtained, achieved, or brought
about by particular actions.

14.

Decision m a k i n g . Making up one's mind as in
drawing conclusions from evidence or choosing
future courses of action.

15.

A c countability. Ability to furnish a justifying
analysis or a detailed explanation of the dis
charge of one's responsibilities.

Definition of evaluation and of the key terms in this def
inition .
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In his evaluation model, Stufflebeam (1976) proposed the term,
CIPP, which is an acronym incorporating the first letters in the
names of four methods of evaluation:
The C stands for Context Evaluation which is a kind of
needs assessment.
The I represents Input Evaluation which
is a means of assessing competing plans.
The first P
denotes Process Evaluation which assesses the implementa
tion of plans.
And the second P refers to Product Evalua
tion which is a way of assessing outcomes.
(p. 1)
Within the domain of the CIPP Model,

Stufflebeam (1976)

identified

four types of educational decisions:
1.
Planning decisions— specify major changes that
are needed in a program.
2.
Structuring decisions— specify the means to achieve
the ends which have been established as a result of planning
deci s i o n s .
3.
Implementing decisions— those involved in carrying
through the action plan.
4.
Recycling decisions— those used in determining
whether attainments match objectives, in determining the
merit of both intended and unintended outcomes, and in
determining whether to continue, terminate, evolve, or
drastically modify an activity.
(pp. 41-46)
Coupled with each of these four decision types are the four pre
viously mentioned models of evaluation incorporated in CIPP:
Context evaluation serves planning decisions to determine
objectives; input evaluation serves structuring decisions
to determine program and project designs; process evalua
tion serves implementing decisions to control program and
project operations; and product evaluation serves recycling
decisions to judge and react to program and project attain
ments.
(Stufflebeam, 1976, p. 48)
Stufflebeam (1976) has also utilized the CIPP Model as a basis
for maintaining accountability which he defined as "the ability to
furnish a justifying analysis or a detailed explanation of the
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discharge of one's responsibilities" (p. 70).

Each evaluation type

identifies specific accountability needs.
1.
Context evaluation, through assisting in the choice
of objectives, provides a record of the objectives chosen
and the bases for their choice.
2.
Input evaluation, through assisting in the choice
of a procedural strategy for achieving specified objectives,
provides a record of the alternative strategies considered
and the reasons for choosing one of them.
3.
Process evaluation, through assisting in imple
menting a project design, provides a
record of the actual
process as it occurred.
4.
Product evaluation, through identifying and assess
ingattainments,
can supply a record of decisions about a
procedure based on effectiveness data.
(pp. 70-73)
The structure of the evaluation design utilized to implement the
CIPP Model as presented in Figure 2 includes the following four com
ponents :
1.

Delineation of information needs.

2.

Plan for obtaining information.

3.

Plan for applying information.

4.

Administrative summary.

(Stufflebeam,

1976, pp. 61-65)

Stufflebeam's CIPP Model can be utilized "to service planning, struc
turing, implementing or recycling decisions
accountability issues"

[and also]

to resolve

(Guba, Note 4).

Stufflebeam's CIPP Model is implemented in the service of deci
sion making;

therefore, during an evaluation of the process of col

lege advisement, it would provide information which is useful either
for drawing conclusions or projecting future actions pertaining to
the advisement process.

For the purposes of monitoring the process
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Delineation of Information Needs

Definition of system
Specification of decision and accountability questions
Statement of evaluation policies
Statement of evaluation assumptions

Plan for Obtaining Information

Collecting of data
Organization of data
Analysis of data

Plan for Applying Information

Definition of audiences
Preparation of reports
Dissemination of information

Administrative Summary

Summarization of the evaluation schedule
Plan for meeting staff and resource requirements
Provisions for meeting policy requirements
Evaluation of the evaluation
Provision for periodic updating of the evaluation design
Provision of an evaluation budget

Figure 2.

Structure of evaluation design.
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of college advisement and the subsequent provision of information on
needed change, the CIPP Model would provide continuous and systematic
evaluation.

Finally, the CIPP Model conducts evaluation which con

tributes to the selection of objectives,

thereby fulfilling the

requisite of accountability through a report of the objectives se
lected and the rationale for their inclusion.

However, a serious

limitation of the CIPP Model is its demand for a very high level of
commitment with regards to both personnel and financial requisites.
Furthermore,

the implementation stage of this model is both time con

suming and expensive.

Synopsis

The predominant theme in educational evaluation is the descrip
tion and assessment of an educational program.

This concept is sup

ported in various ways in each of the following models:
1.

Stake's Countenance and Responsive Evaluation Models— de

scription and judgment.
2.

P r o v u s ' Discrepancy Evaluation Mod e l — improvement and

a s sessment.
3.

Wolf's Judicial Model— clarification, appraisal, and judg

ment .
4.

Scriven's Goal-free and Pathway Comparison Evaluation Models—

formative evaluation and summative evaluation.
5.

Guba's Methodology of Naturalistic Inquiry— turning implicit

order into explicit data.
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6.

Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model— obtaining and applying descriptive

and judgmental information for purposes of decision making and ac
countability .

The Process of Preplanning an Evaluation

Research concerning the process of educational evaluation
appears to focus primarily on the planning and implementation stages
of evaluation processes.

Little mention is made of the activity re

ferred to as preplanning which entails establishing an appropriate
information base on which to determine the need to develop and imple
ment evaluation.
Adequate preplanning is the primary step in an evaluation design
and precedes the subsequent tasks of planning, programming, implement
ing, and controlling a successful evaluation effort.
assured; however,

Success is not

the probability is increased of evaluation achiev

ing its desired outcome if commensurate preplanning procedures have
been developed

(Cook, 1971; Hamet, 1974;

Stufflebeam, Foley, Gephart,

Guba, Hammond, Merriman, & Pr o v u s , 1971).
Preplanning is essential in evaluation of the college advisement
process.

Meaningful evaluation of advisement cannot occur until the

selection process of advisors is explained and the purpose and compo
nents of the advisor training programs are defined.

An evaluation

cannot be conducted without first knowing the basic elements of the
advisement process.

Essential to the educational evaluation process

is consideration not only of isolated advisor behavior, but also of
the expectations which both the advisor and the advisee bring to the
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advisement relationship.

Evaluation should also recognize the time

constraints of advisor guidance and information— what is pertinent
today may be irrelevant tomorrow.
According to Metz

(1976), educational evaluation and its out

comes can be utilized to facilitate better selection and training
procedures— "whom we choose and how we prepare those chosen may be
at the heart of the students' expressions of satisfaction and dis
satisfaction with our advising programs" (p. 10).

The same position

can readily be adapted to the faculty's expressions of satisfaction
and dissatisfaction with their present advisement program.
In other words, preplanning an evaluation of the process of col
lege advisement necessitates a distinct definition of what the task
entails and the establishment of specific characteristics and func
tions of advisement.

Preplanning enhances the likelihood of a suc

cessful evaluation effort.

Therefore, within the preplanning stage

of an evaluation of the process of college advisement,

the primary

function is to determine the need for a change system and the manner
in which any needed changes and improvements can be accomplished.
This function can be fulfilled through the development of procedural
guidelines which represent an attempt to provide a systematic method
in which to approach the preplanning considerations of an evaluation
of the process of college advisement.
Any preplanning, however, must be judged against certain cri
teria.

Cook (1971), Hamet

(1974), and Stufflebeam et al.

(1971) have

provided work from which certain criteria can be established.

These

criteria for preplanning include the following:

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

53
1.

Provide timely and accurate information to the program man

ager (department chairperson)
2.

and his/her staff

(faculty advisors) .

Facilitate decision making prior to the implementation of

any evaluation procedure.
3.

Facilitate effective planning before the initiation of the

evaluation effort.
4.

Be sufficiently flexible to permit essential revisions in

decisions and/or planning to be made before initiation of the evalua
tion.
5.

Provide the mechanisms and procedures to transmit the pur-

p o s e ( s ) , goals, and programs required to achieve the goals to the
program manager and his/her staff.
6.
resources
7.

Provide planning for judicious utilization of all

needed

(equipment, facilities, materials, money, and people).
Facilitate the attainment of consensus regarding goals and

programs to attain the goals.
8.

Facilitate development of evaluation techniques and instru

ments in advance of the implementation of an evaluation.
9.
regarding
10.

Facilitate identification of alternative courses of action
programs to attain the goals.
Provide a positive climate for any future program evalua

tion.
These become the criteria for the advisement preplanning proce
dures detailed in Chapter IV.

The determination of the agreement be

tween the guidelines and these criteria represent the tasks the re
view panel is being asked to perform.

The criteria sheet for the
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review panel reflects these criteria.

Synopsis

Preplanning an evaluation of the process of college advisement
involves the establishment of an appropriate basis on which to deter
mine the need to develop and implement evaluation.

This basis is de 

termined through the utilization of procedural guidelines which are
designed to provide practical suggestions and meaningful information
concerning the preplanning stage in an evaluation of the college
advisement process.

Synopsis of Literature Review

The Process of College Advisement

Although the process of college advisement has generally been
assigned a subordinate role within most institutions of higher educa
tion, faculty interest and involvement continue to be the crucial
elements in a promising advisement program.

Because of the reduced

job market for individuals within higher education and today's inter
est in the "whole" student,

"advising excellence should go hand in

hand with excellence in teaching and research"
p. 45).

(Bachhuber, 1977,

Before considering the necessity to improve a specific in

stitution's process of college advisement, it is imperative to ini
tially determine faculty and student understanding of college advise
ment "in the context of differing roles, rewards, and structures"
(Bogard et al., 1977, p. 5).
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In view of the newly adopted interpersonal role of the faculty
(the majority of faculty view classroom instruction as a fundamental
endeavor, and as a primary avenue of satisfaction)

the process of

college advisement has slowly begun to gain some recognition and
acceptance as a legitimate and fundamental function.

In the past,

however, little attempt has been made by faculty to improve the proc
ess of college advisement.

Different meanings of the term "advise

ment" have been assumed by faculty members, with the result that some
advisors have seen themselves as simply administrative control per
sonnel .
Students, on their part, have regarded the advisor as the con
trolling agent in the advisement relationship and have left the sole
responsibility of decision making to the advisor.

Since investiga

tion of the several roles of teachers has revealed the mutual char
acteristics shared by the two functions of teaching and college
advisement— communication of impressions or feelings for the purpose
of eliciting some behavioral change— college advisement should be
viewed as a natural adjunct to the teaching responsibility.
College advisement is a complex activity which has gained recog
nition in assisting students to develop an awareness of, and appreci
ation for, their maximal educational advantages.

The college advise

ment relationship is a process involving planning, change and evalua
tion, not just a series of isolated events.
College advisement fulfills a great many needs, and performs an
important duty within the educational system.

The dimensions of the

college advisement process must, therefore, achieve certain overall

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

56
standards in order that this service will be performed to the highest
interests of all concerned.

Also, methods and means of advisement

must be given careful scrutiny and be scrupulously planned.

Clearly,

knowledge attained can only be utilized to its fullest extent if the
learners concerned have a comprehensive understanding of themselves,
their skills,
man, etc.

their motivation,

their empathies with their fellow

This fact indubitably points to the importance of synchro

nizing the college advisement process with faculty teaching.
The very complexity of the dimensions of the process of college
advisement demands a systematized,

inclusive approach, capable of

giving constructive guidelines to the advisory staff.

It is impor

tant that advisors be familiar with the necessary information,

at

least to the extent that they are aware of reputable sources to which
the advisee could apply for the required information.
The role requirements of the faculty are numerous,

and are fur

ther complicated by the fact that faculty members and students view
these roles from differing perspectives.

This problem arises from

poor or ineffective communication and must be remedied in the context
of a close and trusting relationship.

Also,

it is important that

advisor and advisee are following the same process of college advise
ment .
Relevant to the use of faculty members as advisors is training
and experience, cost involved, adequate compensation in terms of
money, promotion,

tenure, etc.

Advisors must be prepared to foster

both the intellectual and emotional growth and development of their
student advisees.

In short, faculty advisors must be alert and
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understanding with regard to the personal needs of their student
advisees, and make them aware of this through close, interpersonal
communication.

The Process of Educational Evaluation

Educational evaluation must be continuous and systematic if it
is to be used purposefully in monitoring the process of college ad
visement and, subsequently, providing information on projected change.
Evaluation is a complex procedure involving the determination of the
worth of a single element, as well as of more complex bodies.

It is

a process for describing and determining the value of an educational
program and reporting findings to a suitable audience.
must,

Evaluation

therefore, be included with other educational procedures.
Six models of educational evaluation were reviewed.

In his

Countenance and Responsive Evaluation Models, Stake (1967, 1972)

con

tends that an evaluator should help others to judge, but refrain from
judging, himself.

The evaluator should, however, specify the stand

ards for judging the program and should examine the program for pos
sible side effects.
Stake's Countenance Model lacks clarity in a number of areas,
and is too informal and too random to be used in an evaluation of the
process of college advisement which requires the development of sys
tematic procedural guidelines with which to conduct the evaluation.
The Responsive Model fails to state clearly what the issues are or
how they are to be resolved, and thus is unsuitable for an evaluation
of the advisement process in which the preplanning guidelines must be
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generalizable to the process of college advisement within any insti
tution of higher education.
In his DEM, Provus'

fundamental position was "that evaluation

always involves determining the discrepancy between performance and
some standard"

(Stufflebeam, 1976, p. 12).

This model was specifi

cally designed to meet the needs of large city schools in evaluating
their federal projects.

Within his DEM, Provus proposed five stages

of evaluation:

(a) design evaluation,

ess evaluation,

(d) output evaluation, and

(b) input evaluation:

(c) proc

(e) cost-benefit analysis.

Each of the above stages requires a written program design.
A model such as DEM operating in a circumscribed manner across a
number of settings could be suitable for faculty advisors with di
verse experiences and student advisees with different demographic
characteristics.

Also,

of a program validates

the notion of looking at the component parts
the DEM for use in evaluating the process of

college advisement.
Wolf's Judicial Model is patterned on a formal court hearing and
follows court procedures through their entirety.

Its purpose is to

clarify, measure, and judge issues, based on the interests of the
persons influenced by or involved in the purpose or activity being
eval u a t e d .
Since Wolf's Judicial Model is time consuming and expensive, can
w ork only with trained evaluators, which effectively eliminates most
teachers, and encourages false evidence because of the lack of penal
ties for perjury,

it is of no use within the capacity of this inves

tigation for the purposes of evaluating the process of college

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

59
advisement.
Scriven states that "the aim of evaluation is always to judge
and it is the evaluator's responsibility to make the judgments"
(Stufflebeam, 1976,

p. 9).

He further theorizes that in establishing

merit, formative evaluation assists in the development of programs,
while summative evaluation assesses the merit of programs after they
have been developed and subsequently implemented.
In Scriven's Goal-free Evaluation Model,

the evaluator is not

informed of the specific goals of the program or management.

The

evaluator must search for all effects of a program while remaining
totally unaware of what the program is to produce.
design of Goal-free evaluation,

The unstructured

together with the lack of specified

goals, makes it unsuitable for planning and implementing an evalua
tion of college advisement.
The techniques

and instruments of Guba's Methodology of Natural

istic Inquiry (N/I)

are aimed at bringing out and at

some implicit order

in the realm of the naturalist's

highlighting
interest, and

toward transforming

the implicit order into explicit

data.

The nat

uralist primarily proliferates data and his main purpose is to dis
cover phenomena whose empirical elaboration and testing would be
worthwhile.
In Guba's N/I Model, only an incomplete design can be given in
advance.

Given, specific details would place constraints on either

antecedent conditions,

or outputs, or both, thus changing the inquiry

from naturalistic to conventional.

In N/I,

the design is formulated

during the course of the investigation and is in a state of continual
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flux due to new Information and continuing observations.

The tend

ency toward a pluralistic view, and its suspect position on the issue
of generalizability, make Guba's N/I Model inappropriate for utiliza
tion within the process of college advisement which must be generalizable in numerous situations.
Stufflebeam (1976)
of merit.
CIPP,

referred to evaluation as the ascertainment

In his evaluation model,

Stufflebeam proposed the term,

to designate four methods of evaluation.

is a kind of needs assessment,
ing competing plans.
of plans.

"Context Evaluation

jlnput Evaluation is a means of assess

Process Evaluation assesses the implementation

Product Evaluation is a way of assessing outcomes" (p. 1).

Stufflebeam's CIPP Model fulfills the two basic premises of:
(a) serving decision making, and (b) providing a basis for account
ability.

Consequently, within an evaluation of the process of col

lege advisement,

the CIPP Model can provide information useful to

decision makers for drawing conclusions or projecting future actions
regarding advisement.

Furthermore,

the requisite of accountability

can be fulfilled through a record of the objectives selected and the
rationale for their inclusion.

However, a very high level of commit

ment is required of both personnel and funding sources.

In addition,

the implementation process of the CIPP Model is both time consuming
and expensive.

The Process of Preplanning an Evaluation

Advisement can have a significant impact on the lives of college
students.

However,

the literature does not appear to present any
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systematic approach to the process of college advisement.

College

advisement represents a complex and difficult area for study since it
does not appear to have definite boundaries.

This lack of definitive

ness thereby lends support to the need for evaluating the advisement
process.
Some writers in the area of educational evaluation tend to de
pict evaluation as consisting solely of direct planning and imple
mentation of the process.

A fundamental activity not generally in

corporated in the major tasks germane to program evaluation, however,
is preplanning:

establishing an appropriate basis on which to deter

mine the need to develop and implement evaluation.
with the college advisement process.

Such is the case

Before consideration of the

evaluation process of college advisement can occur, it is necessary
to first provide a clear definition of what the task is and to estab
lish explicit parameters of college advisement.
accomplished

This process can be

through the development of procedural guidelines which

represent an attempt to provide a systematic way of approaching the
preplanning considerations of an evaluation of college advisement.

Current Study

Based on the apparent need for preplanning an evaluation of the
college advisement process,

the primary purpose of this dissertation

is to produce a set of systematic preplanning guidelines for develop
ing an appropriate information base on which to determine the need to
plan and implement an evaluation of the process of college advisement.
Additional purposes include the determination of the adequacy of the
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guidelines and the identification of a model or models of evaluation
appropriate for evaluating the college advisement process.
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CHAPTER III

METHOD

The fundamental purposes of this dissertation were (a) to pro
duce a set of systematic preplanning guidelines which can be used to
develop an appropriate information base on which to determine the
need to plan and implement an evaluation of the process of college
advisement,

(b) to determine the adequacy of the procedural guide

lines for providing sufficient information to guide evaluation of the
college advisement process, and (c) to identify a model or models of
evaluation appropriate for evaluating the college advisement process.

Preplanning Guidelines and Adequacy Determination

Within institutions of higher education, little emphasis has
been focused upon the systematic delineation, selection, accumulation,
and utilization of evaluative data related to the process of college
advisement.

In view of this lack of emphasis, guidelines with which

to systematically approach the preplanning considerations of an eval
uation of the advisement process are needed which

(ii) are empirically

derived but which reflect a broad conceptualization of the college
advisement process,

(b) focus on specific advisement components, and

(c) permit individuals

to determine only those constitutents which

they consider to be relevant.
Therefore, in order to achieve these purposes,

the following

four steps were involved in the development of the preplanning
63
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guidelines for approaching an evaluation of the college advisement
process (the Guidelines themselves appear in Chapter IV):
1.

Identification of the major components of the process of

college advisement.
2.

Determination of the applicability of various models of edu

cational evaluation to the preplanning proc e s s .
3.

Development of a set of procedural guidelines to provide a

systematic way of approaching the preplanning considerations of an
evaluation of college advisement.
4.

Review of the guidelines by a panel of judges for the pur

pose of establishing adequacy.

Step 1:
Identification of the
Components of College Advisement

The initial step was to identify, through a review of the liter
ature,

the major components of the process

order to develop a conceptual base for

of college advisement

the advisement process.

purposes, definitions of key elements,

and dimensions of college

visement were identified and presented

in Chapter II.

in
Need,
ad

Step 2: Determination of the Applicability
of Various Evaluation Models

The second step was to identify, through a review of the litera
ture, several models of educational evaluation to determine their
appropriateness within the contexts of planning and preplanning an
evaluation of college advisement.

Purposes, definitions of key ele

ments, and dimensions of each were specified and can be found in
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Chapter II.

Step 3:

Development of Procedural Guidelines

The third step was to develop a set of procedural guidelines for
the systematic collection of information with which to determine if
there is a need for change or improvement in an existing process of
college advisement.

This was accomplished through the following ac

tivities :
a.

Educational evaluation standards were reviewed and utilized

to provide direction in the development of the guidelines.
b.

The major elements of preplanning were identified.

c.

The major parameters of the process of college advisement

were identified.
d.

Criteria for judging the value of the procedural guidelines

were developed.
e.

The necessary phases in preplanning were identified and de

veloped .
f.

The CIPP Model of educational evaluation was reviewed prior

to formulating the procedural guidelines because an examination of
the literature revealed certain aspects within the model which are
applicable to preplanning an evaluation of college advisement.
g.

The final set of guidelines for approaching the preplanning

considerations of an evaluation of the college advisement process was
developed.
Each of these activities is described below.
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a.

Review and Utilization of Educational
Evaluation Standards (Criteria)

According to Stufflebeam (1978), in developing a methodology for
evaluation,
criteria

"It is important to have in mind an appropriate set of

[standards].

These are needed to prescribe necessary and

sufficient attributes of evaluation reports and designs" (p. 5).
Evaluation must produce technically sound information, i.e.,

the

findings must be both true and generalizable, and the findings must
be useful to some audience.

Furthermore,

the findings must be con

cerned with cost/effectiveness, i.e., they must be of more value to
the audiences than the actual cost of obtaining the information.
Such is the case with preplanning.
Certain accepted standards were thus initially identified.

Two

lists (Sanders & Nafziger, 1976; Stufflebeam, 1978) were chosen as
ones containing elements of particular relevance to the preplanning
process.

While not all of the standards contained in these lists

were of direct applicability, several did meet the criteria of
(a) technical adequacy,

(b) utility, and

(c) applicability, and were

selected for use in developing the guidelines.
The standards from Sanders and Nafziger's

(1976)

"Checklist for

Judging the Adequacy of an Evaluation Design" consisted of the fol
lowing :
I.

Regarding the Adequacy of the Evaluation Conceptualization
A.

Scope

B.

Relevance

C.

Flexibility
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D.
II.

Feasibility

Criteria Concerning the Adequacy of the Collection and
Processing of Information
A.

III.

Reliability

B.

Objectivity

C.

Representativeness

Criteria Concerning the Adequacy of the Presentation and
Reporting of Information
A.

Timeliness

B.

Pervasiveness

The standards from Stufflebeam1s (1978)

"Standards for Judging

the Merit of Evaluation Studies" consisted of the following:
I.

Technical Adequacy Standards
1.

Described Situation

3.

Authentic Situation

4.
12.

II.

III.

Described Object
Unequivocal Reporting

13.

Complete Reporting

14.

Objective Evaluators

Probity Standards
16.

Ethical Human Relations

17.

Legal Human Relations

20.

Honest Reporting

Utility Standards
22.

Described Audience

23.

Pertinent Information
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24.

IV.

Applicable Information

25.

Comprehensive Information

26.

Detailed Information

27.

Credible Evaluators

28.

Balanced Information

29.

Timely Reporting

30.

Pervasive Reporting

Practicality Standards
31.

Operable Design

33.

Efficient Operations

34.

Cost/effective Results

A complete list of the standards is found in Appendix A.

b.

Identification of Major Elements of Preplanning

The process of preplanning consists of establishing an appropri
ate information base on which to determine the need to develop and
implement evaluation.

As mentioned previously, however,

there is a

significant lack of literature pertaining to the preplanning phase of
educational evaluation.

In view of this lack of emphasis upon pre

planning, Stufflebeam's CIPP Model (see Chapter II) was examined to
provide a basis from which to develop the preplanning guidelines for
an evaluation of college advisement.

Because the guidelines were not

to be designed to specify an evaluation methodology for college ad 
visement, only the first component of CIPP, context evaluation, was
utilized to provide direction in the development of the guidelines.
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According to Stufflebeam et al.

(1971):

Context evaluation is the most basic type.
Its purpose
is to provide a rationale for determination of objectives.
Specifically, it defines the relevant environment, de
scribes the desired and actual conditions pertaining to
that environment, identifies unmet needs and unused op
portunities, and diagnoses the problems that prevent
needs from being met and opportunities from being used.
Diagnosis of problems provides an essential basis for
developing objectives whose achievement results in pro
gram improvement.
(p. 218)
Stufflebeam's
text

(1976) three steps in the

implementation of con

evaluation were used in identifying the major elements of pre

planning :
1.

Delineating— "to spell out the ends

todefine policies within

for the evaluation and

which the evaluation must be conducted"

(p. 61).
2.

Obtaining— "to meet the information requirements established

in the delineating stage" (p. 63).
3.

Applying— "to insure that audiences for the evaluation have

timely access to the information they need and that they will receive
it in a manner and form which facilitates their use of the informa
tion" ( p . 64) .
Delineation of information n e e d s .

Within Stufflebeam's (1976)

conceptualization this consists of four subcomponents.

Three of the

four subcomponents included in the delineation stage of an evaluation
design were found appropriate and used in the preplanning guidelines:
1. Define the system within which the evaluation
is to be conducted.
2.
Identify the decision making and accountability
questions to be addressed; these questions should then be
defined in relation to who must answer them, what
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alternatives they will consider, what criteria they will
employ, what information they need, and when they need it.
3.
Define the policies within which the evaluation
must operate; for example, it is important to determine
who will have access to evaluation reports and to define
the limits of access to system data for the evaluation
team.
(pp. 61-63)
The fourth subcomponent,
activity,

"Define the assumptions for the evaluative

including design, measurement, and analysis assumptions"

(Stufflebeam, 1976, p. 63) was not included in the preplanning guide
lines .
Plan for obtaining information.
beam's

(1976)

This is the second of Stuffle-

components in context evaluation.

are included in the obtaining stage:

Three subcomponents

(a) collecting,

and (c) analyzing information (Stufflebeam,

(b) organizing,

1976, p. 63).

Procedures

for all three were included in the Final Procedural Guidelines.
More specifically,

the guidelines w e r e structured to provide a

means o f :
1.

Identifying sources of advisement information.

2.

Systematically organizing the information.

3.

Analyzing the information collected and organized.

(See

Chapter IV, Section 1)
Plan for applying information.
the design of context evaluation.

This is the third component in

Based upon Stufflebeam's

(1976)

suggestions the Preplanning Guidelines were devised to include:
1.

Potential audiences for reports.

2.

The format for evaluation reports.

3.

The means for providing information to each audience.

(See
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Chapter IV, Section 1)
Appendix B contains a detailed description of the evaluation
tasks and activities involved in context evaluation.

For the pur

poses of this dissertation, however, only certain elements within
context evaluation were identified as being similar to the components
necessary in the development of guidelines with which to preplan an
evaluation of college advisement.

Of those elements selected, adap

tations were necessary with some to meet the needs of preplanning.
The following list includes those tasks and activities involved
in the process of context evaluation which were used in the develop
ment of the preplanning guidelines:
1.

Delineation of Information Needs
1.1

Definition of System
1.11

1.2

Model of the System
1.111

System Boundaries

1.112

Elements of the System

1.113

Characteristics of System Elements

Specification of Decisions
1.22

Statement of the Decision Setting(s)
1.221

The Decision Authority

1.222

The Decision Responsibility

1.223

Decision Influences

1.224

Clientele for Information

1.225

Decision Timing

1.226

Summary of Decision Questions
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1.23

Criterion Variables
1.231

Questions to be Answered

1.232

Alternative Answers to Questions

1.233

Alternative Actions

Evaluation Policies

2.

1.31

Access to Data Sources

1.32

Access to Data Base and Evaluative Information

1.33

Role of Evaluation Authority

1.34

Role of Evaluation Responsibility

1.35

Budget Limitations for Evaluation

1.36

Scheduling Limitations

1.37

Reporting Policies

Plan for Obtaining Information

2.1

Collection of Data
2.11

Information Source (sample)
2.113

2.12

2.2

Population

Instrumentation
2.121

Instrument Type

2.122

Match of Items to Criterion Variables

2.123

Items of Information

Organization of Data
2.21

Unit of Organization
2.212

Scoring or Coding Format

Analysis of Data
2.32

Analysis Method
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3.

Providing Information
3.1

Preparation of Reports
3.11
3.12

3.13

3.2

c.

Report Audiences
Reporting Levels
3.121

Micro Level Reports

3.122

Macro Level Reports

Reporting Mode
3.131

Reporting Media

3.132

Report Content

3.133

Report Setting

Dissemination of Reports
3.21

Procedures for Transmission of Reports

3.22

Procedures for Publication of Reports

Identification of Parameters of Advisement

Several major categories and components were identified in the
literature as being germane to the process of college advisement and
thus were incorporated in the preplanning considerations.

These

categories included:
1.

Functions of the college advisement process

(structure of

system).
2.

Dimensions of the college advisement process

(types of ad

visement) .
3.

Roles of the college advisor (duties).

4.

Professional competencies of the college advisor (expertise).
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5.

Personal competencies of the college advisor (characteris

tics) .
6.

Communication processes in the college advisement process

(interaction).
7.

Advisor/advisee relationships

(interpersonal).

In developing the guidelines care was taken to insure the inclusion
of these parameters which are reflected in Preplanning Guide 2 within
Chapter IV.

d.

Development of Criteria

A list of basic criteria with which to judge preplanning evalua
tion procedures was generated from the previously mentioned selected
educational evaluation standards.

Task analysis techniques

1974) were utilized in the development of these criteria.

(Borich,
According

to Sanders and Cunningham (1974) while task analysis is not clearly
an evaluative function,

it is an essential evaluation-related func

tion of the development process.

Formative evaluators are often

called upon to perform such functions and, as such, task analysis
should be a technique and procedure which the formative evaluator has
in his repertoire.

Furthermore,

"the techniques and procedures used

to evaluate needs or objectives are appropriate for the evaluation of
task analysis

. . . results" (Sanders & Cunningham, 1974, p. 289).

The results of this task analysis are reflected in the Criteria
Sheet

(Appendix C) which divides the criteria into the major headings

of Technical Adequacy, Utility, and Practicality.

Each category con

tains related questions with which to determine the validity of the
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guidelines to be utilized in the preplanning stage of an evaluation
of the college advisement p rocess.

e.

Identification and Development of
Necessary Preplanning Phases

Throughout the literature,

the process of educational evaluation

is depicted as consisting primarily of two stages, planning and imple
mentation.

Preplanning, an activity which involves the establishment

of an information base sufficient to determine the need to develop
and implement evaluation,

is often neglected.

Sanders and Cunningham

(1974) contend that "procedures and techniques for predevelopmental
formative evaluation are often nonexistent in typical evaluation sys
tems, or at best they are very informal (p. 280).
ing lack of predevelopmental activities,
(1974)

Due to this seem

Sanders and Cunningham

"recommend the fullest amount of predevelopmental formative

evaluation possible (within the constraint of scheduling,

costs, and

politics) using inexpensive approximations whenever formal, complete
techniques and procedures are ruled unrealistic" (p. 280).
Based on this apparent need for preplanning,
determined through task analysis techniques

four phases were

(Borich, 1974)

to be

essential to the preplanning considerations of an evaluation of col
lege advisement.

Phases one and two can be found in Chapter II and

phases three and four can be found in Chapter IV.

The first phase,

Procedural Guid e l i n e s , includes the purpose of the preplanning stage
and the criteria for judging the validity of preplanning evaluation
procedures.

The second phase, The Preplanning Stage itself,

is
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comprised of an overview of the procedures to be incorporated in the
preplanning stage of an evaluation of the college advisement process.
The third phase, Preplanning St e p s , consists of a narrative descrip
tion of the procedural guidelines.

The fourth and final phase, Pre

planning G u i d e s , contains a checklist of the needed steps and sug
gested worksheets, matrices, and other forms to illustrate the pre
planning steps for the benefit of potential users.

f.

Review of the CIPP Model of Evaluation

Several models of educational evaluation were reviewed in the
Review of the Literature section to determine their applicability
within the context of preplanning an evaluation of college advise
ment.

Based on this review,

the CIPP Model was considered to be an

appropriate model to be scrutinized for use in preplanning an evalua
tion of the advisement process.
Therefore,

the CIPP Model of evaluation was also reviewed prior

to formulating the procedural guidelines because an examination of
the literature revealed certain aspects within the model, particu
larly context evaluation, which were applicable to preplanning an
evaluation of college advisement.

g.

Final Set of Guidelines

The preceding six steps represent the procedures involved in the
systematic formulation of the preplanning guidelines with which to
determine the need to develop a change system within the process of
college advisement.

These complete guidelines are found in Chapter IV.
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Step 4:

Establishment of Adequacy of Guidelines

The fourth step, which followed guidelines development, was to
develop a process for determining the adequacy of the guidelines.

A

description of this process follows.
According to Brickell and Aslanian (1974) , "field testing is not
necessarily the preferred method of product validation.

Other meth

ods, most of them less expensive, may be more suitable, especially
for products not yet in fully mature form" (p. 8).

One of the alter

natives suggested is the method of inspection by professionals.

The

collection of opinions from experts during the formative product
stage has also been supported by Sanders and Cunningham (1974) as an
acceptable technique for product validation.

This alternative was

selected because of the availability of professionals and experts to
serve as reviewers and also because of the limited funds available to
this investigator.

Therefore, a four-member review panel was re

cruited to validate the preplanning guidelines developed by this
writer.
The review panel consisted of two evaluation experts nationally
recognized for their contributions

to educational evaluation, and two

advisement experts with a combined total of 27 years of advisement
activities, each of whom could provide unique expertise and experi
ence to the review process.
1.

The team of panelists included:

Dr. Mary Anne Bunda
Associate Director of the Evaluation Center
Western Michigan University
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2.

Dr. Paul E. Holkeboer
Director of Advisement
College of Arts and Sciences
Western Michigan University

3.

Dr. William II. Kanzler
Professor
Educational and Professional Development
College of Education
Western Michigan University

4.

Dr. James R. Sanders
Associate Director of the Evaluation Center
Western Michigan University

Nevo (Note 5) cautioned that "subjectivity is an inherent limi
tation in the work of any review panel"

(p. 86).

Nevertheless, a

review panel was utilized in this investigation for the main purpose
of gaining insight into, and subsequently acquiring a more explicit
conceptualization of, the procedures and considerations utilized in
the preplanning stage of an evaluation of the college advisement
process.
An envelope containing the procedural guidelines was presented
to each member of the review panel.

Each judge was asked to first

review the Criteria Sheet which listed the desired standards of Tech
nical Adequacy, Utility, and Practicality for the guidelines, and
then read the material presented in each section of the guidelines.
Based on their professional judgment,

the judges responded to each

question on the Criteria Sheet by placing an (X) in either the "Yes"
or "No" column.

A comment section was also provided on the Criteria

Sheet for further reactions.
After a period of 1 week,

the envelopes were collected by this

investigator from the four judges and data from the completed criteria
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sheets were analyzed.
Percentages were computed to analyze validity results.
included:
judges,

Analysis

(a) the total percentage of agreement among the four

(b) the total percentage of agreement/nonagreement per ques

tion among the four judges,

(c) the percentage of agreement/nonagree-

ment per question between the advisement experts, and (d) the percent
age of agreement/nonagreement between the evaluation experts.

Identification of Appropriate Evaluation Models

Several models of educational evaluation were reviewed in the
Review of the Literature section to determine their applicability
within the context of planning an evaluation of college advisement.
Based on this review,

the CIPP and DEM models were considered to be

appropriate for planning and implementing an evaluation of the proc
ess of college advisement.
The DEM operates in a specific way across a variety of settings
and could be applied to both faculty advisors and student advisees
with diverse experiences and different demographic characteristics.
The fact that the process of college advisement can readily be exam
ined in its component parts further supports the use of the DEM in
evaluating the advisement process.
Stufflebeam's CIPP Model serves decision making and provides a
basis for accountability.
lege advisement,

Within the context of the process of col

it can provide information with which to draw con

clusions or project future actions regarding advisement.

The CIPP

Model also provides continuous and systematic evaluation during the
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process of monitoring advisement and gathering information on needed
change.

Moreover, a record of the objectives selected and the ra

tionale for their inclusion fulfills the requisite of accountability.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This dissertation involved the following activities:

(a) the

development of a set of procedural guidelines with which to system
atically approach the preplanning considerations of an evaluation of
college advisement,

(b) the validation of the guidelines, and (c) the

identification of models of evaluation appropriate for evaluating the
process of college advisement.

The results of these activities are

presented in the following major categories:
1.

Procedural guidelines for preplanning an evaluation of col

lege advisement.
2.

Validation results.

3.

Model identification.

Procedural Guidelines for Preplanning an
Evaluation of College Advisement

The guidelines are divided into two sections:

Section 1, Pre

planning Steps, which consists of an 18-step narrative description of
the procedural guidelines; and Section 2, Preplanning Guides, in
which a checklist of the needed steps and suggested worksheets,
matrices, and other forms are provided to illustrate the preplanning
steps for the benefit of potential users.
Figure 3 is a graphic illustration which demonstrates how the
preplanning steps of an evaluation of college advisement flow system
atically .
81
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purpose of
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monitoring
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makers

10. Decide on
alterna-

16. Establish
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information
recipients

11. Describe
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12. Identify
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preplanning
steps
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monitoring
policies

13. Identify

Key*

|

|

Action steps
Assessment and monitoring steps

Figure 3.

Preplanning steps flow chart.
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Section 1:

Step 1:

Preplanning Steps

(A Narrative Description)

Preparation of a Needs Assessment

Before developing and implementing an evaluation of the process
of college advisement,

it is first imperative to prepare a needs

assessment to determine:

(a) the needs that should be met or prob

lems to be solved by implementing the evaluation,

(b) the political

climate in both the institutional and specific departmental settings
in terms of each's endorsement of and agreement with the process of
college advisement,

(c) both the institutional and specific depart

mental expectations for the process of college advisement in terms of
what it should achieve,

(d) the likelihood of the process of college

advisement successfully meeting the stated needs, and (e) how the
process of college advisement will function within the overall poli
cies and goals of both the institutional and specific departmental
sy s t e m s .
The needs assessment is the critical initial process which tran
spires during the preplanning stage of an evaluation at which time
the need is determined whether to initiate the evaluation of the proc
ess of college advisement.

Results from the needs assessment should

also facilitate the determination of expectations for the evaluation
of the college advisement process.

Major difficulties encountered

when preparing a complete needs assessment, however, include the
requisite time commitment and the cost.
The intent at this time is not to provide specific guidelines
with which to implement a needs assessment but simply to indicate the
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suggested steps one could follow.

A needs assessment has been concep

tualized as consisting of the following nine steps:
1.

The identification of a problem or a need by an individual

or a group of individuals.
2.
writing,

The presentation of information, verbally or preferably in
to the top administrator followed by a meeting to secure

time release for personnel and funding to conduct a needs assessment.
3.

If approved,

the allocation of human resources based on a

statement of purpose, goals, and a step-by-step procedure with which
to conduct the needs assessment.
4.

The development of a format including any instruments needed,

such as questionnaires or surveys, with which to carry out the needs
as s e ssment.
5.

The development and presentation of a budget

for the cost

and calendar of activities and events to the top administration.
6.

If approved,

the implementation of the needs assessment;

if

not approved, a modification of the needs assessment.
7.

An analysis of the results.

8.

A description of the conclusions and findings and a review

with the top administration.
9.

If approved by the top administration,

plans for the program.

the initiation of the

If not approved, a modification and resub

mission to the top administration.
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Step 2:

Description of the Rationale for College Advisement

The rationale depicts why the process of college advisement is
to be formulated and operationalized.

In essence, the rationale for

college advisement is the "why" of the process of college advisement
which originates from the causal factors and predicted outcomes.

It

is suggested in the literature that college advisement should be con
ceived of as a natural adjunct to the teaching responsibility
(Borland,

1973; Cameron, 1943; Farnsworth, 1962; Hardee, 1970) and

that historically advisement has evolved as a means of "helping the
student choose a major or an occupation as a central decision around
which to begin organizing his/her life" (Crookston, 1972, p. 12).
Therefore, it is important to incorporate relevant historical and
background information within the stated rationale.

(Refer to Sec

tion 2, Preplanning Guide 3.)

Step 3:

Definition of the Purpose(s) of College Advisement

The purpose(s)

of college advisement should be stated in ex

plicit terms to describe the department's conceptualization of what
the process of college advisement purports to be and what it actu
ally is.

The literature typically portrays advisement as serving

many different purposes.

Mayhew (1977) incorporated many of these

elements in a concise list of functions considered to be central to a
meaningful interpretation of the process of college advisement.

The

purposes of college advisement include:
1.
Helping students to clarify their values and
goals to better understand themselves as persons.
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2.
Helping students understand the nature and pur
pose of higher education.
3.
Helping students explore educational and career
options, and links between academic preparation and the
world of work.
4.
Helping students plan educational programs con
sistent with their interests and abilities.
5. Assisting students in a continual monitoring and
evaluation of their educational progress.
6.
Integrating the institution's many resources to
meet students' special educational goals and aspirations.
(p. 1)
In brief,

the process of college advisement serves to coordinate the

total educational experience.
The statement of purpose(s) may be quite diversified, depending
on the primary causal factors for the inception of the advisement
process.

Two conceivable causal factors from which the process of

college advisement may be subsequently developed and implemented in
clude:

(a) a problem that needs to be resolved, i.e., instructors

are complaining that because so many students are seeking advisement
of a personal nature,

they are unable to fulfill their intended func

tion of providing information advisement concerning the instructional
quality or content of their courses; and (b) an educational need,
i.e.,

to provide career planning and career counseling services

within the department to undergraduate seniors to facilitate appro
priate job selection and placement.

It is critical that preplanning

includes such primary causal factors leading to the development of
the process of college advisement in the stated purpose(s)
advisement.

of college

(Refer to Preplanning Guide 3.)
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Step 4:

Identification of Decision Makers

The identification of the decision makers within the preplanning
effort is crucial in focusing the preplanning stage.

It is necessary

to explicate who will have the legal authority to make decisions, as
well as to whom responsibility for decision making will be delegated.
Also,

it is necessary to identify those individuals or groups who in

some way may influence decision making.
A critical skill for a department chairperson is the ability to
formulate decisions consistent with the purpose(s) of college advise
ment.

An effective chairperson, however, need not assume total

responsibility for decision making.

The responsibility for decision

making could conceivably be shared and delegated among faculty
advisors who could be allowed the flexibility to contribute to the
decision making process, perhaps through the inception of a joint
committee.

Representative student advisees could conceivably be

delegated some of this responsibility where deemed appropriate.
Department chairpersons might be cautioned, however,

to assume the

ultimate responsibility for making final decisions, based on the
recommendations of the joint committee.

Delegating and entrusting

responsibility for decision making to faculty advisors could be
viewed as critical activities in securing the cooperation of faculty
members and subsequently achieving the anticipated goals of the
advisement process.
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Step 5:

Identification of the Information Recipients

The audiences or individuals to whom the evaluation information
is to be provided comprise the evaluation recipients.

A concise but

comprehensive statement describing the audiences will suffice.

This

should include the number of persons, educational or administrative
level, the levels of information to which they will have access, and
any other relevant information;

for example,

"Those persons who will

receive the evaluation information will include the department chair
person, departmental administrators, faculty advisors, and student
advisees participating in the process of college advisement."

(Refer

to Section 2, Preplanning Guide 3)

Step 6: Determination and Prioritization
of Goals and Objectives

The foundation of the process of college advisement is portrayed
in the goals of the advisement process.

Practical and justifiable

goals afford direction to the advisement process.

Advisement goals

are developed through an analysis of (a) the purpose(s) of the advise
ment process,

(b) the individuals to be served by the advisement proc

ess, and (c) the rationale for advisement.

A program goal has been

conceptualized as a statement of broad direction and general purpose
without reference to time or definite behavior.
The development of suitable goals and objectives might best be
accomplished through a shared effort by administrators,
visors , and student advisees.

faculty ad

The goals of college advisement typi

cally illustrate the needs addressed by advisement.

In turn,

the
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objectives of college advisement directly relate to a stated goal.
Objectives are typically subdivided into management or staff (process)
objectives and client performance (outcome)

objectives.

A program

objective has been conceptualized as a statement which describes par
ticular activities and behaviors.
The goals of the college advisement process could be rank
ordered from most to least important, utilizing some method of prior
itization.

Available methods of ranking items include a modified

Delphi technique, a modified Phi Delta Kappa technique, and a fre
quency count ranking technique.

Other methods, however, may also be

em p l o y e d .
The Delphi technique (Abedor, 1972)

is a procedure utilized to

acquire consensus on selected developmental goals, priorities, or
other items through anonymous interaction of respondents.

A panel of

experts are mailed a questionnaire to which they respond independ
ently.

A follow-up questionnaire is then compiled in which a summary

of the original responses is reported, utilizing descriptive statis
tics, specifically the median and interquartile range, for the re
sponses to each original question (Borich, 1974).

Panel members are

given an opportunity to reconsider their initial responses and to
revise any.

Second responses still outside the interquartile range,

which encompasses the majority judgment, require justification.

This

procedure is repeated a third time and if necessary several more
times until consensus is ultimately attained.
The Phi Delta Kappa (PDK) technique, developed at the Northern
California Program Development Center, entails three stages:
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(a) rating goals according to perceived importance and degree of
achievement,

(b) determining objectives developed through high

priority rankings, and

(c) formulating objectives and plans for

implementation.
The frequency count ranking technique (Van Adestine, 1978) sim
ply involves the construction of a group list of items specified
from the lists of respondents within a group,

and disclosing the num

ber of times each item was presented.
Faculty advisor objectives.

Faculty advisor objectives may be

developed to facilitate the ascertainment of advisor responsibilities
and performance dimensions to further the attainment of overall goals
and the achievement of desired advisee performance.

Examples of fac

ulty advisor objectives identified in the literature include the fol
lowing three role requirements of the faculty advisor:

(a) to demon

strate a concern for and knowledge of the institutional and depart
mental purposes and the manner in which those purposes are used for
the student's education,

(b) to demonstrate an understanding of the

fact that the student's goals are a blend of many personal and exter
nal factors, and (c) to facilitate the student's learning through
personal contacts with the student (Hardee,
planning Guide 3.)

1970).

(Refer to Pre

The Bloom (1956) and Krathwohl (1964) handbooks on

the classification of educational objectives can be of considerable
assistance in the conceptualization and development of performance
objectives appropriate for faculty advisors.
Student advisee objectives.

These performance objectives com

prise a communication design for describing in explicit operational
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terms the intended terminal advisee behavior.

It has been documented

in the literature that the responsibility of the faculty advisor is
to "advise" while it is the responsibility of the student advisee to
take advantage of that service.

Presumably this "advice" may be re

spected or ignored at the discretion of the advisee; however,
preference has seldom prevailed.

this

Under most circumstances, advisees

have perceived the advisor as the controlling agent in the advisement
relationship and as having the sole responsibility in the decision
making process, regardless of efforts on the part of the advisor to
conscientiously advise and to have the advisee assume the responssbility for decisions
Krathwohl (1964)

(Crookston, 1972).

Again,

the Bloom (.1956) and

taxonomies of educational objectives can be utilized

to conceptualize and specify performance objectives appropriate for
student advisees.
Purpose(s)

of goals and objectives.

Goals and objectives are

developed for the purpose of aiming faculty advisor behavior toward
expected outcomes.

It is assumed that through establishing goals and

objectives faculty advisors and student advisees will perform more
competently if they are aware of, comprehend, and comply with what is
anticipated from them.

The growth and development of those individ

uals involved in the preplanning process can be facilitated by deter
mining goals and objectives.

It is the responsibility of the admin

istration or the department chairperson to confer with the faculty
advisors, and ideally representative student advisees when appropri
ate, in setting the goals and objectives of the advisement process.
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Hamet

(1974) suggested that goals which are "established at the

top echelon of an organization and are filtered down and back up the
organizational structure"
portive structure

facilitate the development of a strong sup

(p. 66).

This process formulates goals

that more

closely correlate with the individual needs, goals, and personalities
of the faculty advisors and student advisees.
depicted

Hamet

(1974, p. 66)

the goals setting-feedback process in the following flow

diagram.

Goals Setting-Feedback Process Flow Diagram

Top administration sets preliminary goals

I
I

1
I

I

|

Review and modify goals with staff
(vertical and horizontal communication)

Establish measurable objectives for each
goal with staff member

Recycle goals and objectives frequently

This management model assumes that effective department chair
persons share in the preplanning stage with faculty advisors through
an interchange of ideas.

Communication of ideas between faculty ad

visors is also critical.

Better results could conceivably be ex

pected if faculty advisors and, where appropriate, student advisees
are allowed input in the process of setting goals and objectives.
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Step 7:

Establishment of Monitoring Policies

Monitoring is a continuous process in which each preceding step
that has been completed is reviewed to decide if modifications are
required before proceeding to the next step.

Step 8:

Establishment of Monitoring Procedures

The procedures for monitoring each step have been conceptualized
as consisting of the following three components:
analysis of the plans,

(a) a review and

programs, or consequences of each prior step

with the appropriate individuals;

(b) a decision whether to monitor

any of the steps; and (c) a decision to proceed to the following
step.

The accompanying flow chart is a graphic illustration which

demonstrates how the monitoring procedures in the preplanning phase
of an evaluation of the college advisement process flow systemati
cally from step to step.

Step 9:
Selection of Potential Alternative Courses
of Action and Procedures to Accomplish the Goals

This step in the preplanning process consists of listing viable
alternatives for achieving the goals of college advisement.

An

appropriate technique which can readily be utilized to produce alter
natives is simply a brainstorming session in which all ideas are
recorded.
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Monitoring the Preplanning Steps Flow Chart
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Step 10:
Determination of the Best
Alternative(s) to Achieve the Goals

The process of college advisement by faculty members is one of
the many alternatives available to an institution of higher education
to assist students with their educational, personal, and vocational
concerns

(Bogard et al.,

1977).

The literature abounds with illus

trations of effective advisement systems
new plans

(Levine & Weingart, 1973),

that meet changing student needs

(Shepard,

combinations of existing faculties and functions
1974;

Ender,

1975;

1974), and new

(Dameron & Wolf,

Sheffield & Meskill, 1972).

The department chairperson, either singly or cooperatively with
faculty advisors, and possibly with representative student advisees,
will require a decision making technique with which to discern the
most acceptable alternative(s).
best alternative(s)

One such procedure to identify the

for conducting the process of college advisement

is the utilization of a matrix worksheet.

(Refer to Section 2, Pre

planning Guide 4 and Preplanning Guide 4 Example Worksheet.)

Step 11:
Determination and Description
of Contingency Measures

The identification of foreseeable problems and contingency
methods is an important step in the preplanning process.

It is

imperative that the decision makers think about and specify the
contingency provisions prior to the possible occurrence of potential
problems.

Again, a simple brainstorming session could be conducted

to consider all the possible problems that might evolve and to also
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discuss feasible solutions for each problem.
One technique with which to determine the most appropriate solu
tion^)

for each problem is the Q-methodology.

developed

Stephenson (1953)

the Q-methodology which is a technique utilized for evalu

ating needs and objectives.

According to Borich (1974),

the Q-sort

can be utilized in the collection of "appraisal or judgmental data
from relevant groups of persons on . . . stated needs or objectives"
(p. 284).

In short, a list of the potential solutions to each prob

lem would be assigned numerals, written on cards, and distributed

to

decision makers to rank order according to some predetermined rules.
For example,

the individuals might be asked to sort the cards accord

ing to whether they thought the solutions on them were practical or
impractical for each problem.

Borich further specified that tech

niques like the Q-sort are "essential in predcvelopmental and objec
tives formative evaluation"

(p. 284).

Step 12:
Identification of Constraints
on the Evaluator and the Evaluation

Frequently,

the evaluation personnel must operate within already

established constraints which may create problems within the pre
planning process.
records,

For example, access to data sources, such as

files, or even advisors and advisees, may be limited.

sequently,

Con

it is crucial that the decision makers identify the

freedoms and constraints with which the evaluator must contend, and
attempt to make necessary revisions if required.

Regardless of the

restrictions, care must be taken to secure adequate access to data
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sources and to provide alternative sources when needed.

Again, an

initial brainstorming session coupled with a Q-sort could be utilized
to satisfy the preplanning needs of the evaluator.

Step 13:

Identification of the Evaluator(s)

The identification of the evaluator(s)

is another crucial step

in focusing the organization of the preplanning process.
essary to identify who has the authority

It is nec

to evaluate, as well as to

whom responsibility for the varied activities within the preplanning
stage is delegated.

This task clarifies for everyone involved with

preplanning exactly who does what, and in what role or capacity.

It

might also be wise to consider the probability that the involvement
of an external evaluator serving in the capacity of consultant would
reduce inherent bias in the preplanning process and also increase the
credibility of the final evaluation reports.

Step 14:

Establishment of a Feasible Timetable

It is the responsibility of the evaluator(s) and the decision
makers to cooperatively organize the scheduling limitations to facil
itate decisions to be made and the timing needs of the evaluation
audiences.

This process could be achieved by recording the events

and activities necessary to attain a goal together with the starting
and completion dates.

It is important that a feasible timetable be

established to alert all those individuals and groups involved in the
preplanning process to when each of the components of the process
must be completed.

(Refer to Section 2, Preplanning Guide 5,
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Preplanning Guide 5 Example Worksheet, and Preplanning Guide 6.)

Step 15:

Establishment of a Preliminary Budget

A budget is a preplanning tool which facilitates the allocation
of funds or resources and the decisions regarding costs of requisite
human and material resources.

The budget,

therefore, establishes the

amount of support and the sources of available funds or resources
needed to organize and operationalize the preplanning stage.

(Refer

to Section 2, Preplanning Guide 7 and Preplanning Guide 7 Example
W o r k s h e e t .)

Step 16:

Establishment of Reporting Policies

Reporting is a continuous process and it is the responsibility
of the decision makers within the preplanning process to determine
with whom to communicate and the methods and means with which to
disseminate pertinent information.

The following set of questions,

which is a modification of the works of Hamet
(1971),

is not intended

(1974) and Stufflebeam

to specify guidelines to implement the re

porting process, but simply to present questions and considerations
within the communication process.
1.

The considerations include:

What do we want to communicate?

2.

With whom do we want to communicate?

3.

For what reason or purpose do we want to communicate

the

information?
4.

When is the best time(s)

to communicate theinformation?
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5.

Where will we communicate the information, and to how many

persons?
6.

What communication technique will we utilize to communicate

the information?
7.

Who will assume the responsibility for formulating and de 

livering the information?
8.

How will we finance the costs incurred, and are sufficient

funds available to implement what is planned?

Step 17:

Establishment of Reporting Procedures

The dissemination of pertinent information is also an important
phase in the preplanning process since it facilitates understanding
and support for the process of college advisement.
(face-to-face)

Interpersonal

communication is an effective mode of communication

which could be utilized in the dissemination phase.
communication incorporates the following methods:
demonstrations, seminars,

telephoning,

Interpersonal
conferences,

two or more people inter

changing comments, workshops, and others.

Because of its nature,

face-to-face communication provides opportunities for immediate
response or feedback from recipients.
As indicated earlier,
ess is continuous.

the communication and dissemination proc

Within this process the procedures for communica

tion and dissemination of evaluation information have been concep
tualized as consisting of the following three phases:
communication,

(a) early

(b) infrequent and periodic communication, and

(c) dissemination of the final report(s)

after the completion of the
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preplanning investigation.

(Refer to Section 2, Preplanning Guides

8 and 9.)

Step 18:

Assessment of the Preplanning Steps

Before developing and implementing an evaluation of the process
of college advisement, it is important to first assess each of the
preplanning steps and to make any necessary modifications.

This

process serves a controlling function in the preplanning stage and
helps ensure success of the evaluation effort.

(Refer to Section 2,

Preplanning Guide 10.)

Summary of Preplanning Procedures

Section 1 has presented a narrative description of the proce
dural guidelines incorporated in the preplanning stage of an evalua
tion of the college advisement process.

An evaluation cannot be

conducted appropriately without first knowing the basic elements of
the process of college advisement.

Meaningful evaluation of college

advisement cannot occur until the purpose for, and components of, the
advisement process are defined.
Educational evaluation is performed in the service of decision
making;

therefore,

it should provide information which is useful to

decision makers either for drawing conclusions or projecting future
actions (Stufflebeam,

1976).

For the purposes of monitoring the

process of college advisement and the subsequent provision of infor
mation on needed change, an evaluation model must be identified and
implemented.

The CIPP Model is an appropriate evaluation model which
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could provide continuous and systematic evaluation.

The utilization

of the CIPP Model could contribute to the selection of objectives,
thereby fulfilling the requisite of accountability through a report
of the objectives selected and the rationale for their inclusion.

In

other words, after the preplanning stage of evaluation has been com
pleted, an evaluation design such as the CIPP Model can be utilized
to gather and supply information for decision making and ascertaining
through a multitude of activities and events whether the process of
college advisement is on target.

Section 2:

Preplanning Guides

(Refer to Preplanning Guide 11.)

(Illustrations)

This section consists of illustrations of the following guides
which can be used in conjunction with the steps previously described:
1.

Preplanning Guide 1— Preplanning Steps Checklist.

2.

Preplanning Guide 2— Overall Impression of the College

Advisement Process.
3.

Preplanning Guide 3— Goal Setting Worksheet to Develop a

Broad Conceptualization of College Advisement.
4.

Preplanning Guide 4— Problem Solving-Decision Making Matrix

Worksheet and Example Worksheet.
5.

Preplanning Guide 5— Preplanning Activities Timeline and

Example W o r k s h e e t .
6.

Preplanning Guide 6— Weekly Record of Evaluation Activities.

7.

Preplanning Guide 7— Budget Worksheet and Example Worksheet.

8.

Preplanning Guide 8— Communication Matrix Worksheet.

9.

Preplanning Guide 9— Dissemination Worksheet.
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.10.
11.

Preplanning Guide 10— Assessing Preplanning Steps Checklist.
Preplanning Guide 11— The CIPP Evaluation Model— A Classifi

cation Scheme of Strategies for Evaluating Educational Change.
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PREPLANNING GUIDE 1
Preplanning Steps Checklist

Preplanning Steps

1.

Preparation of a needs assessment.

2.

Description of the rationale for
college advisement

3.

Definition of the purpose(s) of
college advisement

4.

Identification of the decision
ma k e r s .

5.

Identification of the information
re cipients.

6.

Determination and prioritization of
the goals and objectives.

7.

Establishment of the monitoring
polic i e s .

8.

Establishment of the monitoring
pr ocedures.

9.

Selection of the alternative
courses of action.

10.

Determination of the best alternative(s).

11.

Determination and description of
the contingency measures.

12.

Identification of the constraints.

13.

Identification of the evaluator(s ) .

14.

Establishment of a feasible time
table .

15.

Establishment of a preliminary
bu d g e t .

Completion Date

Comments
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Preplanning Steps

16.

Establishment of the reporting
p ol i c i e s .

17.

Establishment of the reporting
p r ocedures.

18.

Assessment of the preplanning
steps.

Completion Date

Comments

--

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

105
PREPLANNING GUIDE 2
Overall Impression of the College Advisement Process
Major Categories and Components

Functions of the College Advisement Process

(Structure of System)

Definition of college advisement
Nature and purpose of higher education
Enrollment procedures
Number of faculty
Number of student advisees
Goals and values pertaining to the process of college advisement
Availability of human resources
Availability of material resources
Availability of financial resources
Institutional procedures, policies, and requisites
Natural adjunct to the teaching responsibility
Planning
Monitoring and evaluation of educational progress
Coordinate the total educational experience
Accountability

Dimensions of the College Advisement Process

(Types of Advisement)

Academic advisement
Personal counseling
Career counseling
Career planning
Educational programming
Educational and career options

Roles of the College Advisor (Duties)
Supplying advisement information to advisees
Situational
Educational leader
Clarification of needs
Exercise of authority
Institutional representative
Expert
Adult
Friend
Judge
Diversified
Source of strength and continuity for students
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Professional Competencies of the College Advisor (Expertise)
Skills in problem solving
Skills in decision making
Skills in evaluation
Integrating institution's many resources
Transmission of knowledge
Knowledge of institutional/departmental procedures and policies
Ability to refer students to correct resources
Information on vocational and career plans
Concern for student's academic progress
Ability to help student define and develop realistic goals
Ability to match needs with appropriate institutional resources
Training in/experience with advisement techniques
Years of teaching experience

Personal Competencies of the College Advisor (Characteristics)
Sensitivity to human needs
Ability to perceive needs accurately
Commitment to advise
Empathy
Warmth
Genuineness
Unbiased
Interest in student's welfare
Friendly
Alert
Sympathy

Communication Processes in the College Advisement Process

(Interaction)

Behavioral awareness
Environmental and interpersonal interactions
Listening to problems
Negotiation
Watching
Feeling
Inquiring
Respecting
Offering advice
Establishing rapport
Cooperative exploration
Placing responsibility upon the student to make decisions
Self-disclosure
Concreteness
Interpersonal
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Advisor/Advisee Relationships

(Interpersonal)

Amount of Informal interaction between advisor and advisee
Selection and/or assignment of advisees
Advisee load
Teaching load
Personal competencies
Student advisee's goals
Number and length of advisement sessions
Advisee's perceptions of an ideal advisor
Advisor's self-perceptions of an ideal advisor
Student advisee's needs
Sharing of information
Personal privacy
Close
Trusting
Satisfying
Enduring
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PREPLANNING GUIDE 3
Goal Setting Worksheet to Develop a Board
Conceptualization of College Advisement

Directions (Steps):
(1) Describe the rationale for college advise
ment; (2) Define the purpose(s) of college advisement; (3) Iden
tify the information recipients; and (A) Determine the goals of
college advisement.

Rationale for College Advisement (Reasons for developing and imple
menting the advisement process) :

Purpose(s) of College Advisement
tended to fulfill):

Information Recipients

(What functions advisement is in

(Who will receive the evaluation information):

List Goals of College Advisement
p ro c e s s ) :

(Expected outcomes of the advisement
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PREPLANNING GUIDE 4
Problem Solving-Decision Making Matrix Worksheet^

Directions (Steps):
(1) Define and record the problem; (2) Define and
record the goal; (3) Formulate and record the alternative course of
action; (4) Formulate and record value items (i.e., fundamental
goals, objectives, or events); (5) Weight the significance of the
value items from 1 to 10 (1 is lowest and 10 is highest) ; (6) Sum
the weights and multiply by 5 to calculate the ideal score;
(7) Score each value item for each alternative from 1 to 5 based
on the degree to which the alternative includes or helps each value
item (1 is lowest and 5 is highest); (8) Multiply the score for
each alternative listed in Step #7 by the weight for each value
item listed in Step #5; and (9) Select the best alternative or
highest scored alternative.

Problem:

Goal:

Alternative Course of Action
Value
Items

Item
Weight

Score

Weighted
Score

Score

Weighted
Score

Score

Weighted
Score

Total weight
x 5 = ideal
score

Best Alternative:

"^Adapted from Hamet (1974) .
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Problem Solving-Decision Making Matrix

Problem:

Goal:

No advisement offered to facilitate job selection and place
ment of undergraduate seniors.
To provide career planning and career counseling services
undergraduate seniors.

to

Alternative Courses of Action
Advisors
Value
Assume
Responsi
Item
Weights bility

Value Items

Counselors
Assume
Responsi
bility

Instructors
Assume
Responsi
bility

wt. wt.sc. w t . wt.sc. wt. wt.sc.

Identify job interests in
undergraduate seniors

10

5

(50)

5

(50)

4

(40)

Refer seniors to resources
which provide job
information

10

4

(40)

4

(40)

4

(40)

Refer seniors to resources
which provide job
orientation sessions

9

5

(45)

5

(45)

3

(27)

Refer seniors to resources
which arrange job inter
views

8

5

(40)

3

(24)

1

( 8)

Refer seniors to resources
which provide a list of
available jobs

9

5

(45)

3

(27)

3

(27)

Refer seniors to resources
which contact potential
employers for jobs

8

5

(40)

3

(24)

1

( 8)

Follow-up of seniors on jobs

8

5

(40)

4

(32)

2

(16)

Total scores

Best Alternative:

62 x 5 =
(300)
310
(Ideal Score)

(242)

(169)

Advisor Assumes Responsibility
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PREPLANNING GUIDE 5
Preplanning Activities Timeline

Direc t i o n s : This worksheet is to be utilized to indicate the activ
ities for preplanning.
A single (X) indicates the activity will
occur during only one month.
A series of (X)s indicates the
activity will occur continuously.
Evaluation Title:__ _______________________________________________________

Timeline (dates)
Preplanning Activities

J F M A M J J A S O N D
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Preplanning Activities Timeline'*'

Evaluation Title:

Preplanning an Evaluation of the College Advise
ment Process

Timeline (dates)

s 0 N D

Preplanning Activities

J F M A M J J A

1.

Preparation of a needs assessment.

X X X X X X X X

2.

Description of the rationale for
college advi s e m e n t.

X

3.

Definition of the purpose(s) of
college advisement.

X X

4.

Identification of the decision
makers.

X

5.

Identification of the information
recipients.

X

6.

Determination and prioritization
of the goals and objectives.

X X X

7.

Monitoring the preplanning activ
ities .

X X X X X X X X X X X X

8.

Report to the decision makers.

X X X X X X X X X X X X

9.

Report to the audiences.

X

X

X

X

■^Incomplete.
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PREPLANNING GUIDE 6
Weekly Record of Evaluation Activities

Activities That
Must Occur

Necessary or
Anticipated
Experiences

Participants

Cost

Target
Date for
Completion
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PREPLANNING GUIDE 7
Budget Worksheet

Items

Amount

Personnel
Faculty member(s)
Student
Evaluation consultant
Secretary
(Other)

Supplies
Office supplies
(Other)

Other
Postage
Printing and duplication/binding
Telephone
Computer time
Instructional supplies
(Other)

Total
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PREPLANNING GUIDE 7 EXAMPLE WORKSHEET
Budget Worksheet

Items

Amount

Personnel (26,208)
One (1) Associate Professor.
Time commitment— 30%/
30 w k s . , 100%/10 wlcs. To coordinate the preplanning
effort, contact participants, arrange schedules, and
develop materials.
To assist in data collection and
writing the final evaluation report.
One (1) doctoral level student at $7.80/hr. x 20 hrs./
wk. x 48 wks.
To assist in data collection.
One (1) consultant from Evaluation Center at $100/day
x 8 days.
To evaluate the goals of the college
advisement process, monitor time schedules and data
collection procedures.
To complete data analysis and
to assist in writing final evaluation report.
One (1) part-time secretary at $4.75/hr. x 20 hrs./
wk. x 52 wks.
To maintain appropriate records, pre
pare communication, and assist in other clerical
ta s k s .

$12,970

7,488

800

4,950

Supplies (200)
Office supplies

200

Other (406)
Postage
Printing and duplication/binding
Telephone
Computer time
Instructional supplies

Total

36
200
20
100
50

$26,814
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PREPLANNING GUIDE 8
Communication Matrix Worksheet

Directions (Steps) : (1) Record persons or audiences with whom to
communicate; (2) Record methods of communication and a tentative
schedule, i.e., conferences (infrequent), informal conversations
(frequent), memo (periodic), newsletter (monthly), staff meetings
(weekly), and telephone (frequent); and (3) Mark an X in each
appropriate box.

Methods of Communication^
Persons or Audiences With
Whom to Communicate

^Refer to Section 1, Step 17:
dures, page 99.

Establishment of Reporting Proce
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PREPLANNING GUIDE 9
Dissemination Worksheet

Recipients
of informa
tion

Information
to be d is
seminated

Record

Record

Methods to
be used in
dissemina
tion

Who will de
velop delivery
system for
dissemination

How informa
tion will be
delivered
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Assessing Preplanning Steps Checklist

D i r ections: The following list comprises those questions for which
answers must be provided to effectively monitor the preplanning
ef f o r t .

Yes

No

Has a rationale been provided for the process of college
advisement?___________________________________________________ ___

___

Has the purpose of college advisement been stated?

___

___

Has the purpose of departmental advisement been presented
to the (a) administration?__________________________________
(b) faculty advisors?
(c) student advisees?
(d) evaluation personnel?

___
___
___
___

___
___
___
___

Have the roles of persons to be directly involved in the
preplanning stage been defined?

___

___

Have the roles of persons to be indirectly involved in
the preplanning stage been defined?________________________ ___

___

Have the roles been designed to accomplish the goals of
the preplanning process?
Have the responsibilities of persons to be directly
involved in the preplanning stage been defined?______________

___

Have the responsibilities of persons to be indirectly
involved in the preplanning stage been defined?___________ ___

___

Have the responsibilities been designed to accomplish
the goals of the preplanning process?______________________ ___

___

Have goals for advisement been established?

___

___

Have criteria been established for each goal?

___

___

Have adequate provisions been made for monitoring to
determine the adequacy of each preplanning step?

___

___

Have tentative plans for the creation of alternative
courses of action been developed?__________________________ ___

___
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Yes

No

Have tentative plans for the selection of the best
alternative(s) been developed?

___

___

Have tentative plans for the identification of potential
problems been developed?

___

___

Have tentative plans for the determination of causes of
potential problems been developed?

___

___

Have constraints to be placed on the evaluator been
identified?

___

___

Have constraints to be placed on the preplanning process
been identified?

___

___

Are there people available to develop the preplanning
process?

___

___

Are there people available to conduct the preplanning
process?

___

___

Are there people available to interpret the results of
the preplanning process?________________________________________

___

Has a feasible timetable for implementing each of the
steps in the preplanning process been developed?

___

___

Has a preliminary budget for implementing each of the
steps in the preplanning process been developed?

___

___

Has it been determined to whom reports will be
disseminated?

___

___

Has it been determined when reports will be disseminated?

___

___

Have tentative procedures for communicating and dis
seminating evaluation information been developed?

___

___

Have tentative plans for appropriately implementing the
procedures for communicating and disseminating
evaluation information been developed?

___

___
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The CIPP Evaluation Model'*'— A Classification Scheme of
Strategies for Evaluating Educational Change

The Strategies
Context Evaluation

Objec
tives

Input Evaluation

Process Evaluation

Product Evaluation

To define the opera
tion context, to
identify and assess
needs in the context,
and to identify and
delineate problems
underlying the needs

To identify and
assess system capa
bilities, input
strategies, and de
signs for imple
menting the strate
gies

To identify or pre
dict, in process,
defects in the pro
cedural design or its
implementation and to
maintain a record of
procedural events and
activities

To relate outcome
information to
objectives and to
context, inp u t , and
process information

By describing indi
vidually and in rel
evant perspectives
the major subsystems
of the context; by
comparing actual and
intended inputs and
outputs of the sub
system and by ana
lyzing possible
causes of discrep
ancies between actu
alities and inten
tions

By describing and
analyzing available
human and material
resources, solution
strategies, and pro
cedural designs for
relevance, feasibil
ity and economy in
the course of action
to be taken

By monitoring the
activities' potential
procedural barriers
and remaining alert
to unanticipated ones

By defining opera
tionally and measur
ing criteria associ
ated with the objec
tives , by comparing
these measurements
with predetermined
standards or compar
ative bases, and by
interpreting the out
come in terms of re
corded input and
process information

120
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The Strategies
Context Evaluation

Relation
to
Decision
Making
in the
Change
Process

For deciding upon the
setting to be served,
the goals associated
with meeting needs
and objectives associ
ated with solving
problems, i.e., for
planning needed
changes

Input Evaluation

For selecting sources
of support, solution
strategies, and pro
cedural designs,
i.e., for programming
change activities

Process Evaluation

For implementing and
refining the program
design and procedures,
i.e., for effecting
process control

Product Evaluation

For deciding to con
tinue, terminate,
modify or refocus a
change activity, and
for linking the
activity to other
major phases of the
change process,
i.e., for evolving
change activities

^Stufflebeam (1971)
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Validation Results

In order to establish validity of the procedural guidelines
within the context of preplanning an evaluation of the process of
college advisement,

four judges (two who were experts in evaluation

and two who were experts in advisement) were requested to respond to
a series of questions representing the standards for judging the
validity of the guidelines.

The judges were asked to answer either

"Yes" or "No" to questions on the Criteria Sheet which was designed
to provide a measure of the technical adequacy, utility, and practi
cality of the guidelines according to specific criteria (Appendix C ) .
Further reactions were also elicited from the judges pertaining to
suggested additions and/or deletions within the preplanning steps,
comprehensiveness of the guidelines, and clarity of directions for
completing the task.
Because of the somewhat arbitrary nature involved in setting
criterion measures, and also of the diversity in expertise of the
four judges, no specific criterion level was established to indicate
validity.

Rather, analyses of percentages of agreement, nonagreement,

and no response were utilized to obtain an indication of the validity
of the guidelines.
Nine questions were considered by Judge A (evaluation expert)

to

be questions "someone with advisement expertise will have to answer"
and were thus not answered.
tion under Technical Adequacy

These questions consisted of one ques
(1.

Do the guidelines address the

important aspects of the process of college advisement?),

four
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questions under Utility

(7.

Would utilization of the guidelines be

time efficient?

8.

efficient?

Do the guidelines facilitate decision making prior

10.

Would utilization of the guidelines be cost

to the implementation of any evaluation design? and 11.

Do the guide

lines facilitate effective planning before the initiation of an eval
uation?) , and four questions under Practicality

(18.

Do the guide

lines allow for the inclusion of unforeseen considerations throughout
the preplanning stage?
date unexpected results?

Is the structure flexible enough to accommo
20.

Is it feasible to utilize the guide

lines in preplanning evaluation of the process of college advisement
as a w h o l e ?

21.

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in pre

planning evaluation of certain specific aspects of the process of
college advisement? and 22.

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines

in a setting in which college advisement is already established and
functioning to determine the need for change within the advisement
proc e s s ? ) .
Two questions were left unanswered by Judge B (evaluation ex
pert), one each under Technical Adequacy

(3.

Is each preplanning

step vital to an evaluation of college advisement?)
(18.

and Practicality

Do the guidelines allow for the inclusion of unforeseen con

siderations throughout the preplanning stage?

Is the structure flex

ible enough to accommodate unexpected results?).
Judge C (advisement expert) did not answer six questions,
under Utility
8.

(6.

four

Is this set of guidelines sufficiently complete?

Would utilization of the guidelines be cost efficient?

10.

Do

the guidelines facilitate decision making prior to the implementation
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of any evaluation design? and 14.

Do the guidelines facilitate the

identification of alternative courses of action regarding programs to
attain the goals of college advisement?)
(18.

and two under Practicality

Do the guidelines allow for the inclusion of unforeseen con

siderations throughout

the preplanning stage?

ible enough to accommodate unexpected results?

Is the structure flex
and 22.

Is it feas

ible to utilize the guidelines in a setting in which college advise
ment is already established and functioning to determine the need for
change within the advisement process?).

Judge C found himself "need

ing the opportunity to either expound on my answer or to ask for an
opinion before responding with a straight
Judge D (advisement expert)

'yes' or

'no'."

responded to all the questions with

either a "Yes" or "No."
Data obtained

from the judges were analyzed in several ways to

provide some indication of the validity of the Preplanning Guidelines:
1.

Percentage of agreement among the judges on the Technical

Adequacy, Utility,
2.

and Practicality of the Guidelines.

Percentage of agreement, nonagreement, and no

response per

question among the four judges.
3.

Percentage of agreement, nonagreement, and no response per

question between the advisement experts.
4.

Percentage of agreement, nonagreement, and no

response per

question between the evaluation experts.
Table 1 presents the first of these analyses.
this table,

As illustrated in

the total percentage of agreement among judges on indi

vidual standards was highest for Technical Adequacy

(60%), followed
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Technical Adequacy
(n = 5)

Utility
(n = 11)

Practicality
(n = 6)

Total
(n = 22)

Evaluation Experts
Judge A

4/5

(80%)

0/11

( 0%)

1/6

(17%)

(32%)

Judge B

2/5

(40%)

5/11

(45%)

2/6

(33%)

(39%)

Judge C

3/5

(60%)

4/11

(36%)

3/6

(50%)

(49%)

Judge D

3/5

(60%)

9/11

(82%)

5/6

(83%)

(75%)

(35.5%)

Advisement Experts

(62.0%)

Average

Note,

(60%)

(40%)

(46%)

n = Number of items on Criteria Sheet.
n/n = Number of responses in agreement/number of items on Criteria Sh e e t .
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Table 1
Percentage of Agreement Among Judges on Validity of Guidelines

126
by Practicality (46%), and then Utility (40%).

Comparison of total

percentage of agreement between evaluation experts and advisement
experts indicated diverse opinions regarding the validity of the
guidelines.

As illustrated in Table 1, the total percentage of

agreement between evaluation experts was 32% and 39%, respectively,
whereas the total percentage of agreement between advisement experts
was 49% and 75%, respectively.

Even within the two areas of exper

tise, evaluation and advisement, one of the two judges viewed the
guidelines as being more valid.

Further analysis of percentage of

agreement between evaluation experts (35.5%) and advisement experts
(62%) suggested that both advisement experts considered
lines,

in general,

the guide

to exhibit more validity than did the two evalua

tion experts.
Analysis of percentage of agreement, nonagreement, and no re
sponse did not appear to indicate any consistent pattern in responses
to individual questions within each standard.
ency, however,

This lack of consist

could conceivably be attributed to the fact that three

of the four judges

(two evaluation experts and one advisement expert)

did not respond with a "Yes" or "No" to all of the questions as re
quested.

The questions left unanswered by the judges are indicated

under the heading of "No Response" in each of the tables.
In Table 2, although inconsistencies in agreement per question
among the four judges were reported, specific questions within each
standard indicated stronger agreement.

Two questions from each of

the three standards indicated 75% agreement (4.
the preplanning stage clearly defined?

5.

Is the purpose of

Is the purpose of the
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Agreement

Nonagreement

No Response

Technical Adequacy
1.

Do the guidelines address the important as
pects of the process of college advisement?

1/4

(25%)

2/4

2.

Do the guidelines present any inconsistencies?

1/4

(25%)

3/4

3.

Is each preplanning step vital to an evalua
tion of college advisement?

1/4

(25%)

2/4

4.

Is the purpose of the preplanning stage
clearly defined?

3/4

(75%)

1/4

(25%)

5.

Is the purpose of the guidelines clearly
defined?

3/4

(75%)

1/4

(25%)

6.

Is this set of guidelines sufficiently com
plete?

1/4

(25%)

2/4

7.

Would utilization of the guidelines be time
efficient?

1/4

(25%)

2/4

8.

Would utilization of the guidelines be cost
efficient?

(50%)

1/4

(25%)

1/4

(25%)

(50%)

1/4

(25%)

(50%)

1/4

(25%)

(75%)

(50%)

Utility

2/4

(50%)

2/4

(50%)
127
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Percentage of Agreement, Nonagreement, and No Response
Per Question Among Judges on Review Criteria

Agreement

Nonagreement

No Response

Utility— Continued
Do the guidelines allow for input from the
intended audiences and persons to be involved
in the preplanning stage?

3/4

(75%)

1/4

(25%)

Do the guidelines facilitate decision making
prior to the implementation of any evalua
tion design?

1/4

(25%)

1/4

(25%)

2/4

(50%)

Do the guidelines facilitate effective plan
ning before the
initiation of an evaluation?

1/4

(25%)

2/4

(50%)

1/4

(25%)

1/4

(25%)

Do the guidelines facilitate the attainment
of consensus from the persons to be involved
regarding goals and programs to accomplish
the goals?

2/4

(50%)

2/4

(50%)

Do the guidelines facilitate the development
of evaluation techniques and instruments in
advance of the implementation of evaluation?

2/4

(50%)

2/4

(50%)

Do the guidelines facilitate the identifica
tion of alternative courses of action regard
ing programs to attain the goals of college
advisement?

2/4

(50%)

1/4

(25%)

(50%)

2/4

(50%)

Do the guidelines provide a mechanism to help
determine the credibility of the evaluator(s)
and the evaluation information?

2/4

128
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Table 2— Continued

Agreement

Nonagreement

Utility— Continued
Do the guidelines facilitate the timely re
porting of evaluation information to the
evaluation audiences?

3/4

(75%)

1/4

(25%)

Do the guidelines facilitate the organiza
tion of evaluation resources and activities?

1/4

(25%)

3/4

(75%)

Do the guidelines allow for the inclusion
of unforeseen considerations throughout the
preplanning stage?
(Is the structure flex
ible enough to accommodate unexpected re
sults?)

1/4

(25%)

Do the guidelines provide suggestions for
the development of a positive climate for
future program evaluation?

3/4

(75%)

1/4

(25%)

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in
preplanning an evaluation of the process of
college advisement as a whole?

2/4

(50%)

1/4

(25%)

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in
preplanning evaluation of certain specific
aspects of the process of college advise
ment?

3/4

(75%)

Practicality

3/4

(75%)

1/4

(25%)
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Table 2— Continued

Standard

Agreement

Nonagreement

No Response

Practicality— Continued
22.

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in
a setting in which college advisement is
already established and functioning to deter
mine the need for change within the advise
ment process?

1/4

(25%)

1/4

(25%)

2/4

(50%)
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Table 2— Continued

131
guidelines clearly defined?

9.

Do the guidelines allow for input

from the intended audiences and persons to be involved in the pre
planning stage?

16.

Do the guidelines facilitate the timely report

ing of evaluation information to the evaluation audiences?

19.

Do

the guidelines provide suggestions for the development of a positive
climate for future program evaluation?

and 21.

Is it feasible to

utilize the guidelines in preplanning evaluation of certain specific
aspects of the process of college advisement?).
One question from Technical Adequacy

(2.

Do the guidelines pre

sent any inconsistencies?) and one question from Practicality
(17.

Do the guidelines facilitate the organization of evaluation

resources and activities?)

indicated 75% nonagreement.

question from Practicality

(18.

Only one

Do the guidelines allow for the

inclusion of unforeseen considerations throughout the preplanning
stage?

Is the structure flexible enough to accommodate unexpected

results?) was left unanswered by 75% of the judges.
In Table 3, specific questions within each standard indicated
stronger agreement between the two advisement experts.

One hundred

percent agreement was reported for one question from Technical Ade
quacy (4.

Is the purpose of the preplanning stage clearly defined?).

One hundred percent agreement was also reported for four questions
from Utility (9.

Do the guidelines allow for input from the intended

audiences and persons to be involved in the preplanning stage?
13.

Do the guidelines facilitate the development of evaluation

techniques and instruments in advance of the implementation of evalu
ation?

15.

Do the guidelines provide a mechanism to help determine
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Nonagreement

Technical Adequacy
1.

Do the guidelines address the important as
pects of the process of college advisement?

1/2

( 50%)

2.

Do the guidelines present any inconsistencies?

2/2

(100%)

3.

Is each preplanning step vital to an evalua
tion of college advisement?

2/2

(100%)

4.

Is the purpose of the preplanning stage
clearly defined?

2/2

(100%)

5.

Is the purpose of the guidelines clearly
defined?

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

6.

Is this set of guidelines sufficiently com
plete?

1/2

( 50%)

7.

Would utilization of the guidelines be time
efficient?

2/2

(100%)

8.

Would utilization of the guidelines be cost
efficient?

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

Utility

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)
132
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Percentage of Agreement, Nonagreement, and No Response Per Question
Between Advisement Experts on Review Criteria

Agreement

Nonagreement

Utility— Continued
Do the guidelines allow for input from the
intended audiences and persons to be involved
in the preplanning stage?

2/2

(100%)

Do the guidelines facilitate decision making
prior to the implementation of any evalua
tion design?

1/2

( 50%)

Do the guidelines facilitate effective planning before the initiation of an evaluation?

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

Do the guidelines facilitate the attainment
of consensus from the persons to be involved
regarding goals and programs to accomplish
the goals?

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

Do the guidelines facilitate the identifica
tion of alternative courses of action regard
ing programs to attain the goals of college
advisement?

1/2

( 50%)

Do the guidelines provide a mechanism to help
determine the credibility of the evaluator(s)
and the evaluation information?

2/2

(100%)

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

Do the guidelines facilitate the development
of evaluation techniques and instruments in
advance of the implementation of evaluation?
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Table 3— Continued

Standard

Agreement

Nonagreement

No Response

Utility-— Continued
16.

Do the guidelines facilitate the timely re
porting of evaluation information to the
evaluation audiences?

2/2

(100%)

_

_

_

_

1/2

( 50%)

—

—

Practicality
17.

Do the guidelines facilitate the organiza
tion of evaluation resources and activities?

1/2

( 50%)

18.

Do the guidelines allow for the inclusion
of unforeseen considerations throughout the
preplanning stage?
(Is the structure flex
ible enough to accommodate unexpected re
sults?)

1/2

( 50%)

19.

Do the guidelines provide suggestions for
the development of a positive climate for
future program evaluation?

2/2

(100%)

_

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in
preplanning an evaluation of the process of
college advisement as a whole?

2/2

(100%)

_

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in
preplanning evaluation of certain specific
aspects of the process of college advise
ment?

2/2

(100%)

20.

21.

1/2

( 50%)

_

_

_

_

_

_

Standard

Agreement

Nonagreement

No Response

Practicality— Continued
22.

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in a
setting in which college advisement is already
established and functioning to determine the
need for change within the advisement process?

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)
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Table 3— Continued

136
the credibility of the evaluator(s)
and 16.

and the evaluation information?

Do the guidelines facilitate the timely reporting of evalua

tion information to the evaluation audiences?).
Practicality

(19.

Three questions from

Do the guidelines provide suggestions for the de

velopment of a positive climate for future program evaluation?
20.

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in preplanning an eval

uation of the process of college advisement as a who l e ?

and 21.

Is

it feasible to utilize the guidelines in preplanning evaluation of
certain specific aspects of the process of college advisement?)

indi

cated 100% agreement between the advisement experts.
One hundred percent nonagreement was reported for two questions
from Technical Adequacy (2.
sistencies?

and 3.

Do the guidelines present any incon

Is each preplanning step vital to an evaluation

of college advisement?)

and only one question from Utility (7.

Would

utilization of the guidelines be time efficient?).
Four questions from Utility (6.
ficiently complete?
efficient?

10.

8.

Is this set of guidelines suf

Would utilization of the guidelines be cost

Do the guidelines facilitate decision making prior

to the implementation of any evaluation design?

and 14.

Do the

guidelines facilitate the identification of alternative courses of
action regarding programs to attain the goals of college advisement?)
were left unanswered by one of the two judges.
Practicality (18.

Two questions from

Do the guidelines allow for the inclusion of un

foreseen considerations throughout the preplanning stage?

Is the

structure flexible enough to accommodate unexpected results?
22.

and

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in a setting in which
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college advisement is already established and functioning to deter
mine the need for change within the advisement process?) were also
left unanswered by one of the two judges.
Inconsistencies were again reported in Table 4; however, only
one question from Technical Adequacy
guidelines clearly defined?)
evaluation experts.

Is the purpose of the

One hundred percent nonagreement was reported

for three questions from Utility (6.
ficiently complete?

(5.

indicated 100% agreement between the two

13.

Is this set of guidelines suf

Do the guidelines facilitate the develop

ment of evaluation techniques and instruments in advance of the im
plementation of evaluation?

and 15.

Do the guidelines provide a

mechanism to help determine the credibility of the evaluator(s) and
the evaluation information?).

One hundred percent nonagreement was

reported for only one question from Practicality

(17.

Do the guide

lines facilitate the organization of evaluation resources and activ
ities?) .
Only one question from Practicality

(18.

Do the guidelines

allow for the inclusion of unforeseen considerations throughout the
preplanning stage?

Is the structure flexible enough to accommodate

unexpected results?) was left unanswered by both of the judges.

At

least one of the two judges, however, failed to respond to a total
of nine questions.

Two questions from Technical Adequacy

(1.

Do the

guidelines address the important aspects of the process of college
advisement?

and 3.

Is each preplanning step vital to an evaluation

of college advisement?)

were left unanswered.

respond to four questions from Utility (7.

One judge failed to

Would utilization of the
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Nonagreement

Technical Adequacy
1.

Do the guidelines address the important as
pects of the process of college advisement?

2.

Do the guidelines present any inconsistencies?

1/2

( 50%)

3.

Is each preplanning step vital to an evalua
tion of college advisement?

1/2

( 50%)

4.

Is the purpose of the preplanning stage
clearly defined?

1/2

( 50%)

5.

Is the purpose of the guidelines clearly
defined?

2/2

(100%)

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

2/2

(100%)

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

Utility
6.

Is this set of guidelines sufficiently i
plete?

7.

Would utilization of the guidelines be time
efficient?
Would utilization of the guidelines be cost
efficient?

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)
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Percentage of Agreement, Nonagreement, and No Response Per Question
Between Evaluation Experts on Review Criteria

N onagr eement

Utility— Continued
9.

Do the guidelines allow for input from the
intended audiences and persons to be involved
in the preplanning stage?

10.

Do the guidelines facilitate decision making
prior to the implementation of any evaluation
design?

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

11.

Do the guidelines facilitate effective plan
ning before the initiation of an evaluation?

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

12.

Do the guidelines facilitate the attainment
of consensus from the persons to be involved
regarding goals and programs to accomplish
the goals?

13.

Do the guidelines facilitate the development
of evaluation techniques and instruments in
advance of the implementation of evaluation?

14.

1/2

1/2

(

(

50%)

50%)

1/2 ( 50%)

1/2 ( 50%)

2/2

Do the guidelines facilitate the identifica
tion of alternative courses of action regard
ing programs to attain the goals of college
advisement?

1/2

Do the guidelines provide a mechanism to help
determine the credibility of the evaluator(s)
and the evaluation information?

—

( 50%)

—

(100%)

1/2 ( 50%)

2/2

(100%)
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Table 4— Continued

Standard

Agreement

Nonagreement

No Response

Utility— Continued
16.

Do the guidelines facilitate the timely re
porting of evaluation information to the
evaluation audiences?

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

2/2

(100%)

Practicality
17.

Do the guidelines facilitate the organiza
tion of evaluation resources and activities?

18.

Do the guidelines allow for the inclusion
of unforeseen considerations throughout the
preplanning stage?
(Is the structure flex
ible enough to accommodate unexpected re
sults?)

19.

Do the guidelines provide suggestions for
the development of a positive climate for
future program evaluation?

20.

Is it feasible
to utilize the guidelines in
preplanning an evaluation of the process of
college advisement as a who l e ?

21.

Is it feasible
to utilize the guidelines in
preplanning evaluation of certain specific
aspects of the process of college advise
ment?

1/2

1/2

( 50%)

( 50%)

2/2

(100%)

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

—

—

1/2

( 50%)

on
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Table 4— Coi

Standard

Agreement

Nonagreement

No Response

Practicality— Continued
22.

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in a
setting in which college advisement is already
established and functioning to determine the
need for change within the advisement process?

1/2

( 50%)

1/2

( 50%)

141
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guidelines

is

time efficient?

lines be cost efficient?

10.

8.

Would utilization of the guide

Do the guidelines facilitate decision

making prior to the implementation of any evaluation design?
11.

and

Do the guidelines facilitate effective planning before the ini

tiation of an evaluation?).
(20.

Three questions from Practicality

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in preplanning an

evaluation of the process of college advisement as a who l e ?

21.

Is

it feasible to utilize the guidelines in preplanning evaluation of
certain specific aspects of the process of college advisement?
22.

and

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in a setting in which

college advisement is already established and functioning to deter
mine the need for change within the advisement process?) were also
left unanswered by one of the two evaluation experts.

Summary

Validity data were presented for "The Procedural Guidelines for
Preplanning an Evaluation of College Advisement."

Four expert judges,

two with advisement expertise and two with evaluation expertise, re
sponded to a series of questions representing the standards of Tech
nical Adequacy, Utility, and Practicality in order to determine the
validity of the procedural guidelines.
was used to indicate validity.

No specific criterion level

However, validity results were pre

sented showing (a) the total percentage of agreement among the four
judges;

(b) the total percentage of agreement, nonagreement, and no

response per question among the four judges;
agreement, nonagreement,

(c) the percentage of

and no response per question between the
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advisement experts; and (d) the percentage of agreement, nonagreement,
and no response per question between the evaluation experts.
The total percentage of agreement among the four judges on indi
vidual standards indicated a stronger agreement in the Technical Ade
quacy standard,

followed by Practicality and Utility, respectively.

In addition, percentage of agreement between evaluation experts and
advisement experts suggested that both advisement experts viewed the
guidelines,

in general, as exhibiting more validity than did the two

evaluation experts.
Responses among the four judges to individual questions within
each standard were inconsistent.

Seventy-five percent agreement was

reported on two questions from each of the three standards.

Seventy-

five percent nonagreement was reported for only two questions, one
each from Technical Adequacy and Practicality, respectively.
addition,

In

75% of the judges failed to respond to one question from

Practicality.
Responses between the advisement experts to individual questions
within each standard were also inconsistent.

One question from Tech

nical Adequacy, four questions from Utility, and three questions from
Practicality received 100% agreement.

Two questions from Technical

Adequacy and one question from Utility received 100% nonagreement.
One of the two judges failed to respond to six questions,

four from

Utility and two from Practicality.
Inconsistent responses between the two evaluation experts to
individual questions within each standard were also reported.

Only

one question from Technical Adequacy received 100% agreement.

Three
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questions from Utility and only one question from Practicality re
ceived 100% nonagreement.

Both judges failed to respond to one

question from Practicality, whereas nine questions,
cal Adequacy,

four from Utility,

two from Techni

and three from Practicality, were

left unanswered by one of the judges.
Based on the percentage of agreement, nonagreement, and no re
sponse per question among the judges on the validity of the guide
lines, analyses of the results indicate inconsistent findings per
taining to the validity of the guidelines.

However, because three

of the four judges failed to respond to each question, it is diffi
cult at this time to establish conclusively whether the guidelines
provide a systematic way of approaching the preplanning considera
tions of college advisement.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND MODIFICATIONS

Since proponents of higher education are now beginning to inte
grate interpersonal skills with intellectual development, it follows
that there is urgent need for continuous and systematic educational
advisement to successfully guide the learner toward maximum develop
ment in his/her selective field.

The utilization of faculty members

can contribute significantly to the facilitation of this desired
integration between the personal and intellectual development of stu
dents.

In order to attain the highest degree of benefit, however,

there must be some well-reasoned and tested methods of utilizing the
advisement p r o c e s s .
There does not appear in the literature to be any prevalent
method of systematic educational evaluation pertaining to the process
of college advisement, nor does college advisement appear to have
specific boundaries.

This lack of specificity thus supports the need

for evaluating the process of college advisement.
Educational evaluation, however, has often been portrayed as
comprising the two components of planning and implementation of the
process.

A primary activity generally excluded from evaluation pro

cedures is preplanning— establishing an appropriate information base
on which to determine the need to develop evaluation.

This situation

has prevailed with the process of college advisement.

Before one can

consider evaluating the college advisement process, one must first
145
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stipulate what advisement entails, with regard to the purpose(s)
components or parameters.

and

To facilitate such an evaluation, explicit

preplanning procedures are a requisite.
This investigation has described the development and validation
of procedural guidelines with which to systematically approach the
preplanning considerations of an evaluation of college advisement.
The guidelines were designed to be (a) applicable to either the col
lege advisement process as a whole or to certain specific aspects of
advisement, and (b) used within a setting in which the college advise
ment process is already established and functioning.

The guidelines

are not intended to specify an evaluation methodology for college
advisement.

The purpose is to present a comprehensive list of con

siderations and activities which will provide an information base
sufficient to guide evaluation of the process of college advisement.
Then,

if necessary, an evaluation of the advisement process can be

initiated utilizing appropriate models of evaluation, such as the DEM
and CIPP models.
The guidelines were reviewed by a panel of expert judges to de
termine the validity of the preplanning evaluation procedures.

The

percentage of agreement among the judges on the validity of the
guidelines was obtained.

The percentage of agreement, nonagreement,

and no response per question in determining the validity of the
guidelines was also obtained

(a) among the four judges,

(b) between

the two advisement experts, and (c) between the two evaluation ex
perts .
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The total percentage of agreement among the four judges on indi
vidual standards indicated the strongest agreement for Technical
Adequacy

(60%) , followed by Practicality

respectively.

(46%) and Utility

(40%) ,

Analysis of percentage of agreement between evaluation

and advisement experts suggested that the guidelines were viewed as
exhibiting more validity by the advisement experts than by the eval
uation experts.

Assumptions and Limitations

The following limitations and assumptions were inherent in this
investigation:
1.

Large-scale field tests of educational products in natural

school settings are both time consuming and expensive.

Given these

major limitations, it was not feasible to plan and execute a largescale field test of the procedural guidelines with which to preplan
an evaluation of the process of college advisement.
Aslanian (1974) suggested that,

Brickell and

"before an evaluator decides to con

duct a full-scale formal field test of a product, he should consider
some of the alternatives" (p. 7).

Furthermore,

"it happens fairly

frequently that field testing is premature and that an acceptable
low-cost alternative can be used instead"
p. 7).

It was assumed,

therefore,

(Brickell & Aslanian, 1974,

that a suitable alternative would

be to utilize a review panel of judges to determine the validity of
the preplanning evaluation procedures
2.

(Bunda, Note 6).

The procedures used are intended to serve as guidelines with

which to systematically approach an evaluation of the advisement
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process.

The steps, however, do not constitute an invariant model.

Therefore, it was assumed that not everyone who reads them will nec
essarily concur with everything proposed.

In view of this, the

guidelines are designed to provide practical suggestions and meaning
ful information and direction concerning the preplanning stage of an
evaluation of the college advisement process.
3.
college

Because this investigation involved both
advisement and educational evaluation,

the processes of

it was deemed

appro

priate to select as judges for the review panel experts in both
fields.

It was assumed,

therefore,

that varying results would be

obtained between the two sets of judges because of the diversity of
ex p ertise.
4.
was

A further limitation related to the use of a review

the selection of only four judges.

There did not appear

panel
to be

evident in the literature any documentation pertaining to a desirable
number of judges serving on a review panel.

Therefore,

it was

assumed that, because of the nature of this initial validation
attempt, four judges was an appropriate number of individuals to
serve as expert reviewers.
5.

The "Criteria Sheet for Review Panel of Judges" was designed

to elicit either a "Yes" or "No" response.

By not including a "No

Response" column, it was assumed that the judges would be forced to
respond one way or the other.

Three of the four judges, however,

elected not to answer all the questions either "Yes" or "No" and
included a third column of their own labeled "?."

These missing

data lend support to the fact that the results obtained from the
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judges are inconclusive regarding the validity of the guidelines.
6.

When each of the judges was approached to participate in the

validation phase of this investigation, each agreed to complete the
task.

However, each individual expressed concern over the amount of

time needed to review and judge the guidelines and cautioned that
each had several other commitments.

Because the validation process

occurred at the end of the summer semester the judges were involved
with end-of-term matters and busily preparing for the start of the
fall semester.

It was assumed,

therefore,

that perhaps the guide

lines had not received the full attention of the judges during the
review process.

This assumption was supported by a comment from one

of the judges who reported that, "In all honesty their perusal de
serves a great deal more time— in concentrated blocks— than I have
been able to give them at this most hectic time of the year."

Conclusions

In view of the stated objectives and based upon the results
obtained in this investigation, several conclusions were drawn.

The

first four conclusions were based upon a review of the literature.
It was concluded that:
1.

Previous research investigating the utilization of any

existing plan of systematic educational evaluation within the context
of the process of college advisement does not appear to be available.
2.

Writers in the area of education evaluation focus primarily

on the two dimensions of direct planning and implementation of the
evaluation process.

Furthermore, a fundamental activity often
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neglected in program evaluation is the process of preplanning:

estab

lishing an appropriate basis on which to determine the need to develop
and implement evaluation.
3.

There is a definite lack of emphasis on preplanning an eval

uation of college advisement.

Furthermore, before planning and

implementing an evaluation of the process of college advisement,

it

is essential to first identify the basic elements of the process of
advisement and, perhaps more important,
4.

the need for evaluation.

Certain aspects within Stufflebeam's CIPP Model of evalua

tion, particularly context evaluation, are applicable to preplanning
an evaluation of college advisement.

It was further concluded that

Stufflebeam's CIPP Model is also appropriate for planning and imple
menting an evaluation of the process of college advisement, as is
Provus' DEM.
Additional conclusions included the following:
5.

Based on the necessity for meaningful evaluation of the

advisement process,

it was concluded,

through this investigation,

that it was, indeed, possible to produce preplanning guidelines for
developing an appropriate information base on which to determine the
need to plan and implement an evaluation of the process of college
advise m e n t .
6.

It was concluded that the results obtained from the review

panel for determining the validity of the procedural guidelines did
not indicate uniform agreement among the four judges.

However,

the

results indicated that the highest percentage of agreement among the
judges on individual standards was reported for Technical Adequacy,
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followed by Practicality and Utility, respectively.
7.

Based on the percentage of agreement between evaluation ex

perts and advisement experts,

it was concluded that the advisement

experts considered the guidelines to exhibit more validity than either
of the two evaluation experts.

However, because of the missing data

from three of the four judges,

the results were considered to be sus

pect .
8.
judges,

Based on the variable results obtained from the expert
it was concluded that certain sections of the preplanning

procedures may be in need of revision or modification.

However, addi

tional validation measures need to be implemented to more clearly
specify which components are in need of modification.

Implications, Recommendations, and
Guidelines Modifications

The results of this current effort regarding the validity of the
guidelines for systematically approaching the preplanning considera
tions of an evaluation of college advisement suggest several implica
tions, recommendations, and guidelines modifications:
1.

Through this investigation,

the various components and dimen

sions of the process of college advisement were identified.

These

support the potential for further analysis of the advisement process,
both from a research as well as an evaluation perspective.
2.

Based upon the percentage of nonagreement among the judges on

seven questions

(2, 3, 6, 7, 13, 15, and 17), it is recognized that

the guidelines are not, in totality, appropriate for implementation.
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Therefore, an important recommendation would be to modify these same
questions before further validation measures are attempted.
3.

Based upon the results,

procedure utilized,

it would seem advisable to view the

that of a review panel, as a preliminary step in

the validation of the guidelines.

Future research,

therefore,

should

entail an initial pilot test of the guidelines followed by a largescale field test.

According to Brickell and Aslanian (1974), pilot

tests designate small-scale uses of educational products in natural
settings under conditions that approximate normal use, whereas field
tests designate broad-scale uses of educational products.
words,

In other

"not until after a product has demonstrated its effectiveness

in a small number of settings does it merit broad-scale use" (p. 21).
Brickell and Aslanian (1974) also suggested

that:

While small-scale pilot use is
an excellent
revision leads at low cost and
with minimum
to the schools, large-scale field use is an excellent way
to determine in what settings and under what conditions
the product will perform as well as or better than it did
in the pilot use.
(p. 2.1)

way to get
inconvenience

Pilot uses have also been successfully employed with individual
components of products
fore

during the initial stages

the instructional format "have

of development, be

become crystallized and before

effort and money have been poured into making a large volume of the
material

. . . .

Long before a product is ready for field use,

basic features should have been confirmed
(Brickell & Aslanian,
prior to a field test,

1974, p. 21).

its

through pilot use"

Thus, it is recommended that,

the guidelines should first be subjected to a

pilot test.
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4.

A major concern with the validation phase of this investiga

tion was the amount of time allotted to the judges for reviewing the
guidelines.

So as not to create an awesome task for the judges, care

was taken to develop the guidelines in as explicit a manner as possi
ble while still retaining the essential information.
ation experts, however,
steps.

Both the evalu

suggested elaboration of the preplanning

Therefore, a recommendation for further research would be to

expand the guidelines and include more detailed directions for imple
menting each of the preplanning steps.
5.

Based on the comments from the judges expressing concern

over the amount of time required to complete the rpvi.ew process, an
additional recommendation would be to conduct the validation stage at
some time other than at the end of a semester.
be taken, if this study were to be replicated,

Therefore,

care should

to insure sufficient

time to allow for the completion of the validation process in order
to avoid
6.

a conflict with additional sequential responsibilities.
It was realized through this investigation the importance

of

utilizing both advisement and evaluation personnel in the validation
of the guidelines.

Granted,

the two fields are very diverse, but a

product which entails preplanning an evaluation of college advisement
requires consensus on validity from both areas of expertise.

For

instance, someone from advisement could conceivably judge the guide
lines to be useful and/or practical, whereas an evaluation expert
could perceive them as being technically inadequate.

Therefore,

it

is recommended that before the guidelines can be labeled as valid,
both advisement and evaluation personnel must be involved in the
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validation process.
One of the judges

(evaluation expert) suggested that if the

advisement experts viewed the guidelines as more valid than the eval
uation experts,

then this investigator should focus on the results

obtained from the advisement experts.

Furthermore, modifications or

revisions should be based primarily on the comments and recommenda
tions of the advisement experts.

The results gathered from the eval

uation judges should also be considered to be important, because
evaluation personnel will be involved in an evaluation of the college
advisement process.

However, it is the advisement personnel who will

be directly responsible for applying the preplanning guidelines.
Therefore, it is implicit,

once again, that both advisement and eval

uation personnel be involved in the validation process.
7.

A secondary purpose of this dissertation was to identify a

model or models of evaluation appropriate for evaluating the advise
ment process.

In the Review of the Literature section, Scriven's

Pathway Comparison Model was identified as primarily a checklist
applicable to the process of meta evaluation.

However,

it does not

appear to be appropriate for planning and implementing an evaluation
of the process of college advisement.

Therefore,

a recommendation

for further research would be to utilize the Pathway Comparison Model
as a final checklist with which to determine the efficacy of the
guidelines.
8.

Several models of educational evaluation were examined in

the Review of the Literature section to determine their applicability
within the context of an evaluation of the process of college
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advisement.

Based on this review,

the CIPP and DEM models of eval

uation were considered to be appropriate models for planning and
implementing an evaluation of the advisement process.

Therefore, an

additional recommendation would be that once the preplanning stage of
an evaluation has been completed, either the CIPP or DEM models of
evaluation be utilized to plan and conduct the evaluation process
within the context of college advisement.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

REFERENCE NOTES

1.

Guba, E. G.
Analysis
September 1975.

of Stake's Models of Evaluation,

2.

Guba,

of the Wolf Judicial Model,

3.

Guba, E. G.
Analysis
September 1975.

of Scriven's Models of Evaluation,

4.

Guba, E. G.
1975.

of the CIPP Model of Evaluation, September

5.

Nevo, D.
The Study Design and its Implementation (Chpt.
unda t e d .

6.

Bunda, M.

E. G.

Analysis

Analysis

September

1975.

2),

Personal communication, February 1979.

156

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

REFERENCES

Abedor, A.
Second draft technology.
Bulletin of the School of
Education, Indiana U n iversity, 1972, 48, 9-43.
Alberti, R. E.
Influence of the faculty on college student develop
ment.
Journal of College Student Personnel, 1972, L3, 18-23.
Allan, T. Analysis of the academic advisement proc e s s . Paper pre
sented at the Annual Convention of the American Personnel and
Guidance Association, Chicago, Illinois, April 1976.
(ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 133 632)
Allen, W.
Academic advising?
We use faculty members.
In W. K.
Ogilvie & M. R. Raines (Eds.), Perspectives on the communityjunior c o l l e g e . New York:
Appleton Century Croft, 1971.
Astin, A. W ., & Lee, C. B. T.Current practices in the evaluation
and training of college teachers.
In C. B. T. Lee (Ed.),
Improving college teaching. Washington, D. C.: American
Council on Education, 1967.
Bachhuber, T. D.
Faculty:
The critical variable for successful
career planning and placement.
Journal of College Placement,
Spring 1977, 37(3), 40-45.
Bloom, B. S.
Taxonomy of educational objectives:
The classification
of educational goals, by a committee of college and university
exa m i n e r s . New York:
Longmans, Green, 1956.
Bogard, J. H., Hornbuckle, P. A., & Mahoney, J.
Faculty perceptions
of academic advising.
Journal of the National Association of
Student Personnel Administrators. Winter 1977, L4(3), 4-10.
Borich, G. D. (Ed.).
Evaluating educational programs and products.
Englewood Cliffs, N J : Educational Technology Publications, 1974.
Borland, D. T.
Curricular planning through creative adademic advis
ing . Journal of the National Association of Student Personnel
Admin i s t r a t o r s , 1973, 10, 211-217.
Brickell, II. M., & Aslanian, C. B.
Field testing educational prod
ucts . A report to the National Institute of Education.
New York:
Institute for Educational Development, September 1974.
Burns, K. N., & Kishler, T. C.
Centralized academic advising at
Michigan State U n i v e r s ity. East Lansing, MI:
University College
Student Affairs Office, 1972.
157

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

158
Cameron, M. E.
Every student has a faculty advisor.
Bulletin of the
American Association of University Professors, 1943, 19_, 645-653.
Carkhuff, R. R.
Helping and human relations
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1969.

(Vol. 1).

New York:

Chathaparampil, J.
Students 1 perceptions of their academic advise
ment at Michigan State University. Unpublished doctoral disserta
tion, Michigan State University, 1970.
Chickering, A. W.
Bass, 1969.

Education and identity.

San Francisco:

Jossey-

Christensen, K. C., & Magoon, T. M.
Perceived hierarchy of helpgiving sources for two categories of student problems.
Journal
of Counseling Ps y c h o l o gy, 1974, Z l ( 4 ) , 311-314.
Chronicle of Higher Ed u c a tion, August 27, 1973.
Chronister, J. L.
Instructional accountability in higher education.
The Educational R e c o r d , 1971, 5_2, 171-175.
C o l l i ngwood, T. R. A training primer:
For Interpersonal helping
s k i l l s . Arkansas:
Arkansas Rehabilitation Research and Training
Center, undated.
Cook, D. L.
Educational project m a n agement.
Merrill, 1971.

Columbus, OH:

Crockett, D. S. Advising skills, techniques, & resources.
10:
The American College Testing Program, 1978.

Charles E.

Iowa City,

Crookston, B. B. A developmental view of academic advising as teach
ing.
Journal of College Student Personnel, 1972, 13, 12-17.
(a)
Crookston, B. B.
An organizational model for student development.
Journal of the National Association of Student Personnel Adminis
trators, 1972, 10, 3-13.
(b)
Dameron, J. D., & Wolf, J. C.
Academic advisement in higher educa
tion:
A new model.
Journal of College Student Personnel, 1974,
15, 470-473.
Davis, A. J., & Derbigny, T. A.
Toward objectivity in faculty rank
ing.
School and S o c i e ty, 1955, 81, 137-139.
Douglass, H. R.
Rating the effectiveness of college instructors.
School and Soci e t y , 1928, 28, 192-197.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

159
Dressel, P. L.
Student evaluation of faculty:
Why?
What?
How?
In A. L. Sockloff (Ed.), The proceedings of the first invitational
conference on faculty effectiveness as evaluated by students.
Philadelphia, PA:
Temple University, 1973.
E n d e r , K. L. Academic and career a dvising. Paper read before the
Seventh Annual Southeastern Conference of Academic Affairs Admin
istrators, Madison, Virginia, October 1975.
Evans, N. D., & Neagley, R. L.
Planning and developing innovative
community c olleges. Englewood Cliffs, N J : Prentice-IIall, 1973.
Farnsworth, D. L. Who really helps our students?
In R. L. Sutherland,
W. H. Holtzman, E. A. Koile, & B. K. Smith (Eds.), Personality
factors on the college c a mpus. Austin:
Hogg Foundation for
Mental Health, University of Texas, 1962.
Feldman, K. A., & Newcomb, T. M.
The impact of college on students
(Vol. 1).
San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1969.
Fordyce, J. W . , & O'Banion, T. U.
Academic advising:
We use
counselors.
In W. K. Ogilvie & M. R. Raines (Eds.), Perspectives
on the community-junlor college. Nextf York:
Appleton Century
Croft, 1971.
Furniss, W. T.

Faculty under fire.

Cha n g e , 1970, _2, 61-65.

Gadzella, B. M.
How college students view a professor's role.
College Student J o u r n a l , Spring 1977, _11(1) , 2-8.
Gaff, J. G.
Making a difference:
The impacts of faculty.
of Higher Educa t i o n , 1973, 44-, 605-622.

Journal

Gaff, J. G., & Wilson, R. C.
Faculty values and improving teaching.
In G. K. Smith (Ed.), New teaching new learning. Washington, D. C.:
American Association of Higher Education, 1971.
Gallagher, P. J., & Demos, G. A.
The counseling center in higher
e d u c ation. Springfield, IL:
Charles C. Thomas, 1970.
Gibson, G.
A meta-presentation of a theoretical and research base
for academic advis e m e n t. Paper presented at the American Personnel
and Guidance Association Convention, San Diego, California,
February, 1973.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 085 621)
Grites, T. J.
Student perceptions and self-perceptions of faculty
members in the related roles of classroom teacher and academic
a d v i s o r . Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Maryland, 1974.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

160
Guba, E. G.
Towards a methodology of naturalistic inquiry in educa
tional e v a l uation. CSE Monograph Series in Evaluation, No. 8,
Los Angeles:
University of California, Center for the Study of
Evaluation, 1978.
Gustad, J. W.
Policies and practices in faculty evaluation.
Educational R e c o r d , 1961, 4_2, 194-211.
Hallberg, E. G.
Realism in academic advising.
Student P e r s o n n e l , 1964, J3, 114-117.

The

Journal of College

Hamet, R. P.
Development of a project management system model for
educational project m a n agers. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Western Michigan University, 1974.
Hardee, M. D.
The faculty in college counseling.
Hill, 1959.

New York:

McGraw-

Hardee, M. D.
Faculty advising in colleges and universities.
Washington, D. C.:
American Personnel and Guidance Association,
1970.
Jenks, R. S.
The student role in faculty selection, evaluation and
ret e n t i o n . Durham:
University of New Hampshire, 1969.
(ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 035 352)
Johnson, B. L.
General education in ac t i o n .
American Council on Education, 1952.

Washington, D. C.:

Jones, R. L., Jr.
A suggested training program for academic advisors.
Journal of College Student Personnel, 1963, 4_, 186-187.
Katz, J.
Personality and interpersonal relations in the college
classroom.
In N. Sanford (Ed.), The American college:
A psycho
logical and social Interpretation of the higher learning. New
York:
Wiley & Sons, 1963.
Kaufman, J. F.
The student in higher education.
Hazen Foundation, 1968.

New Haven, CT:

Kerlinger, F. N.
Foundations of behavioral research (2nd e d .).
York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973.

The

New

Kramer, II. C., Berger, F., & Miller, G.
Student concerns and sources
of assistance.
Journal of College Student Personnel, 1974, 15(5) ,
389-393.
Kramer, H. C., & Gardner, R. E.
Advising by faculty.
D. C.:
National Education Association, 1977.

Washington,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

161
Krathwohl, D. R.
The taxonomy of educational objectives:
Use of
cognitive and affective domains.
In C. M. Lindvall (Ed.),
Defining educational objectives. Pittsburgh, PA:
University of
Pittsburgh Press, 1964.
Levine, A., & Weingart, J.
Reform of undergraduate education.
Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1973.

San

Love, L. L.
The faculty advisory program of the Ohio State Univer
sity College of Education.
Educational and Psychological Measure
ments , 1949, J), 477-481.
Mayhew, L. B.
Using ACT in advising.
College Testing Program, 1977.

Iowa City, 10:

The American

Metz, J. Academic advisement:
Personnel and preparation. Paper
presented at Annual Convention of the American Personnel and
Guidance Association, Chicago, Illinois, April 1976.
(ERIC Docu
ment Reproduction Service No. ED 133 631)
Meyers, K. E.
College freshmen:
A faculty responsibility.
ing College and University T e a ching, 1964, V2, 9-10.

Improv

Miller, C. L.
Developments in counseling by faculty advisors.
cational and Psychological Measurements, 1950, If), 451-454.
Miller, R. I.
Evaluating faculty performance.
Jossey-Bass, 1972.
Milton, D.
Alternatives
Jossey-Bass, 1972.

to the traditional.

Edu

San Francisco:

Washington, D. C.:

Moore, D. G.
Faculty advising and professional counseling— no
conflict.
Journal of the National Association of Student Person
nel A d m i n istrators, 1965, 2, 18-21.
Perry, R. R.
tiveness.

Evaluation of teaching behavior seeks to measure effec
College and University B u s iness, 1969, _47, 18-22.

Riskind, S.
The interaction between teacher and student.
Memo to
the faculty (No. 45).
Ann Arbor, MI:
Center for Research on
Learning and Teaching, 1971.
Robinson, D. W.
The role of the faculty on the development of stu
dent personnel services.
Junior College Jour n a l , 1960, 3_1, 15-21.
Sanders, J. R . , & Cunningham, D. J.
Formative evaluation:
Selecting
techniques and procedures.
In G. D. Borich (Ed.), Evaluating edu
cational programs and products. Englewood Cliffs, N J : Educa
tional Technology Publications, 1974.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

162
Sanders, J. R., & Nafziger, D. H. A basis for determining the ade
quacy of evaluation designs (Paper #6 in Occasional Paper Series).
Kalamazoo:
Western Michigan University, The Evaluation Center,
April 1976.
Sargent, S. S., & Williamson, R. C.
The Ronald Press, 1966.

Social psychology.

New York:

Scriven, M.
The methodology of evaluation.
In R. E. Stake (Ed.),
Curriculum e v a l uation. American Educational Research Association
Monograph Series on Evaluation, No. 1, Chicago:
Rand McNally,
1967.
Scriven, M.
Prose and cons about goal-free evaluation.
C o m m e n t , 1972, _3, 2-8.

Evaluation

Sheffield, W . , & Meskill, V. P.
Faculty advisor and academic counse
lor:
A pragmatic marriage.
Journal of College Student Personnel,
1972, 13, 28-30.
Shepard, E. L.
Specialization in faculty advising.
lege Student P e r s o n n e l, .1974, JL5(6) , 514-515.
Shoben, E. J.
New frontiers in theory.
J o u r n a l , 1953, 32, 80-83.

Journal of Col

Personnel and Guidance

Siegel, M. (Ed.).
The counseling of college students:
F u n ction,
practice, and t e chnique. New York:
The Free Press, 1968.
Stake, R. E.
The countenance of educational evaluation.
College R e c o r d , 1967, 6J3, 523-540.

Teachers

Stake, R. E.
Program evaluation, particularly responsive evaluation
(Paper //5 in Occasional Paper Series).
Kalamazoo:
Western
Michigan University, The Evaluation Center, 1972.
Stanford University Report.
Advising and counseling.
The study of
education at Stanford:
Report to the university. Stanford Uni
versity, 1969.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 032 848)
Stephenson, W.
The study of behavior.
Chicago Press, 1953.

Chicago:

University of

Stufflebeam, D. L.
Evaluating the context, input, process & product
of e d ucation. A speech presented to The International Congress
on the Evaluation of Physical Education, Jyvaskyla, Finland, June
1976.
Stufflebeam, D. L. Meta evaluation:
An o v e rview. Kalamazoo:
West
ern Michigan University, The Evaluation Center, February 1978.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

163
Stufflebeam, D. L., Foley, W. J., Gephart, W. J., Guba, E. G.,
Hammond, R. L., Merriman, H. 0., & Provus, M. M.
Educational
evaluation and decision m a k i n g . Itasca, IL:
F. E. Peacock Pub
lishers, 1971.
Swenson, C. II. Introduction to interpersonal relations.
IL:
Scott, Foresman and Company, 1973.

Glenview,

Teague, G. V.
Community college student satisfaction with four types
of academic advisement.
Journal of College Student Personnel,
July 1977, 18(4) , 281-284.
Thorpe, L. P. Mental-health practices at the college level.
Mental
Health in Modern E d u c ation. Fifty-fourth Yearbook of the National
Society for the Study of Education, Part II.
Chicago:
University
of Chicago Press, 1955, 236-270.
Van Adestine, G. J.
A descriptive study of the development and field
test of a needs assessment process and the comparison of the ad
ministration of the research, evaluation, development, experimen
tation center and school study c o u ncils. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Western Michigan University, 1978.
Willems, E. P., & R a u s h , 11. L.
Naturalistic viewpoints in psychologi
cal r e s earch. New York:
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1969.
Williams, V.
A management system for a faculty advising project.
Journal of the National Association of Student Personnel Adminis
trators , Winter 1977 , 14_(3) , 44-47.
Wilson, R. C., Gaff, J. C., Dienst, E. R. , Wood, L . ,
College professors and their
impact on students. New
Wiley & Sons, 1975.

& Barry, J. L.
York:
John

Wolf, R. L.
The application of
select legal concepts in educational
e v aluation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Illinois, 1974.
Yavorsky, D. K.
Discrepancy evaluation:
A practitioner's h andbook.
Charlottesville:
University of Virginia, Evaluation Research
Center, 1976.
Young, K.
The coming conflict between students and faculty.
Journal
of the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators,
1968, 5_> 277-282.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Baker, E. L.
Formative evaluation of instruction.
In W. J. Popham
(Ed.), Evaluation in education:
Current applications. Berkley,
CA: McCutchan Publishing Corporation, 1974.
Borich, G. D., & Drezek, S. F.
Evaluating instructional transac
tions.
In G. D. Borich (Ed.), Evaluating educational programs
and pro d u c t s . Englewood Cliffs, N J : Educational Technology
Publications, 1974.
Clay, K. A student-selected teacher-adviser program in an open plan
school.
Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School
P rin c i p a l s , April 1977, ^1(408), 84-88.
Common goals of Michigan education.
ment of Education, 1971.

Lansing:

Michigan State Depart

Cronbach, L. J.
Course improvement through evaluation.
College R e c o r d , 1963, 64-, 672-683.
Dayton, C. M.
The design of educational experiments.
McGraw-Hill, 1970.
D issemi n a t i o n .
1972.

Lansing:

Teachers

New York:

Michigan State Department of Education,

Dressel, P. L., & Lorimer, M. F.
Institutional self-evaluation.
H. C. Hunt (Ed.), Evaluation in higher education. Boston:
Houghton Miflin Company, 1961.

In

Greenwood, G. E., Bridges, C. M. , Ware, W. B., & McLean, J. E.
Stu
dent evaluation of college teaching behaviors instrument:
A
factor analysis.
Journal of Higher Education, November 1973,
44(8), 596-604.
Guba, E. G., & Stufflebeam, D. L.
Strategies for the institutionali
zation of the CIPP evaluation m o d e l . Address delivered at the
Eleventh Annual PDK Symposium on Education Research, Columbus,
Ohio, June 1970.
Hunt, H. C. (Ed.).
Evaluation in higher education.
Houghton Miflin Company, 1961.

Boston:

Ingram, C. F., & Blackhurst, A. E.
Teaching and advising competencies
of special education professors.
Exceptional Children, October
1975, 42(2), 85-93.

164

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

165
Lehmann, I. J.
Evaluation of instruction.
Evaluation in higher education. Boston:
1961.

In H. C. Hunt (Ed.),
Houghton Miflin Company,

O'Banion, T. U.
An academic advising model.
1972, 42(6), 62-69.

Junior College J o urnal,

Pascarella, E. T . , & Terenzini, P. T.
Informal interaction with fac
ulty and freshman ratings of academic and non-academic experience
of college.
Journal of Educational R e s earch, September-October
1976, 70(1), 35-41.
Pilkington, R. A., & Jarmin, II. R.
Teacher-advisor or teachercounselor:
Is there a difference?
Bulletin of the National
Association of Secondary School Principals, April 1977, 61(408) ,
80-83.
Popham, W. J. (Ed.).
Evaluation in education:
Current applications.
Berkeley, CA:
McCutchan Publishing Corporation, 1974.
R o m n e y , L . C . Faculty activity analysis:
Overview and major issues
(Technical Report No. 24).
Boulder, CO:
U. S. Office of Educa
tion, 1971.
Routh, L. R.
Increasing faculty involvement.
Pl a c ement, Spring 1977, J7(3), 36-39.

Journal of College

Scriven, M.
An introduction to meta-evaluation.
R e p o r t , 1969, 2_, 36-38.

Educational Product

Shepard, L. A.
A checklist for evaluating large-scale assessment
programs (Paper it9 in Occasional Paper Series).
Kalamazoo:
West
ern Michigan University, The Evaluation Center, April 1977.
Stufflebeam, D. L. A depth study of the evaluation requirement.
Theory into P r a c t i c e , 1966, 5_, 121-133.
Stufflebeam, D. L.
Evaluation as enlightenment for decision making.
In B. R. Worthen & J. R. Sanders (Eds.), Educational evaluation:
Theory and p r a ctice. Worthington, 011: Charles A Jones Publishing
Company, 1973.
Stufflebeam, D. L.
An introduction in the PDK book:
Educational
evaluation and decision making.
In B. R. Worthen & J. R. Sanders
(Eds.), Educational evaluation:
Theory and practice . Worthington,
OH:
Charles A Jones Publishing Company, 1973.
Stufflebeam, D. L.
Working paper on needs assessment in evaluation.
Presented at the American Educational Research Association Evalu
ation Conference, San Francisco, California, September 1977.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

166
Stufflebeam, D. L.
Philosophical, conceptual and practical guides
for evaluating e d u c ation. Kalamazoo:
Western Michigan Univer
sity, The Evaluation Center, August 1978.
Webster, W. J., & Stufflebeam, D. L.
The state of theory and prac
tice in educational evaluation in large urban school districts.
Address presented at the annual meeting of the American Educa
tional Research Association, Toronto, Canada, March 1978.
Williamson, E. C.
Student personnel services in colleges and univer
sities . New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1961.
Wilson, I. H.
1970.

How our values are changing.

The F u t urist, February

Worthen, B. R., & Sanders, J. R. (Eds.).
Educational evaluation:
Theory and pract i c e . Worthington, OH:
Charles A Jones Publishing
Company, 1973.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

APPENDICES

167

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Appendix A
Checklist for Judging the Adequacy of an Evaluation Design

168

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Directions:
For each question below, circle whether the evaluation design has clearly met the
criterion (Y e s ) , has clearly not met the criterion (N o ) , or cannot be clearly determined (?)
Circle NA if the criterion does not apply to the evaluation design being reviewed.
Use the
Elaboration column to provide further explanation for criterion where a No_ or a ?_ has been
circled
Title of Evaluation Document:_________________________________________________________________________
Name of Reviewer:

Criterion

I.

Criterion Met

Elaboration

Regarding the Adequacy of the Evaluation
Conceptualization

A.

Scope:
Does the range of information to be
provided include all the significant aspects
of the program or product being evaluated?

1 . Is a description of the program or pro
duct presented (e.g., philosophy, con
tent, objectives, procedures, setting)?

Yes

No

?

NA

2.

Are the intended outcomes of the pro
gram or product specified, and does the
evaluation address them?

Yes

No

?

NA

3.

Are any likely unintended effects from
the program or product considered?

Yes

No

?

NA
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Checklist for Judging the Adequacy of an Evaluation Design‘d

Criterion

4.

B.

Elaboration

Yes

No

?

NA

Are the audiences for the evaluation
identified?

Yes

No

7

NA

2.

Are the objectives of the evaluation
explained?

Yes

No

7

NA

3.

Are the objectives of the evaluation
congruent with the information needs
of the intended audiences?

Yes

No

?

NA

4.

Does the information to be provided
allow necessary decisions about the
program or product to be made?

Yes

No

?

NA

Can the design be adapted easily to
accommodate new needs?

Yes

No

7

NA

Are known constraints on the evaluation
discussed?

Yes

No

7

NA

Relevance:
Does the information to be pro
vided adequately serve the evaluation needs
of the intended audiences?

1.

C.

Is cost information about the program or
product included?

Criterion Met

Flexibility:
Does the evaluation study
allow for new information needs to be met
as they arise?

1.

2.
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Checklist for Judging the Adequacy of an Evaluation Design— Continued

Criterion

3.

D.

II.

Can useful information be obtained in
the face of unforeseen constraints,
e.g., noncooperation of control groups?

Criterion Met

Elaboration

Yes

No

?

NA

Feasibility:
Can the evaluation be carried
out as planned?
1.

Are the evaluation resources (time,
money, and manpox^er) adequate to carry
out the projected activities?

Yes

No

?

NA

2.

Are management plans specified for
conducting evaluation?

Yes

No

?

NA

3.

Has adequate planning been done to
support the feasibility of particularly
difficult activities?

Yes

No

?

NA

Yes

No

7

NA

Criteria Concerning the Adequacy of the Collec
tion and Processing of Information

A.

Reliability:
Is the information to be
collected in a manner such that findings
are replicable?
1.

Are data collection procedures des
cribed well enough to be followed by
others?
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Checklist for Judging the Adequacy of an Evaluation Design— Continued

Criterion

B.

Criterion Met

Elaboration

2.

Are scoring or coding procedures
obj ective?

Yes

No

?

NA

3.

Are the evaluation instruments reliable?

Yes

No

?

NA

specified?

Yes

No

?

NA

Are possible biases on the part of data
collectors adequately controlled?

Yes

No

7

NA

valid?

Yes

No

?

NA

Are the data collection instruments
appropriate for the purposes of this
evaluation?

Yes

No

7

NA

Does the evaluation design adequately
address the questions it was intended
to answer?

Yes

No

,

NA

Objectivity:
Have attempts been made to
control for bias in data collection and
processing?

1 . Are sources of information clearly

2.

C.

Representativeness:
Do the information
collection and processing procedures ensure
that the results accurately portray the
program or product?

1 . Are the data collection instruments

2.

3.
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Checklist for Judging the Adequacy of an Evaluation Design— Continued

Criterion

III.

Criterion Met

Elaboration

Criteria Concerning the Adequacy of the Presenta
tion and Reporting of Information

A.

B.

Timeliness:
Is the information provided
timely enough to be of use to the audiences
for the evaluation?

1.

Does the time schedule for reporting meet
the needs of the audiences?

Yes

No

?

NA

2.

Is the reporting schedule shown to be
appropriate for the schedule of decision?

Yes

No

?

NA

Pervasiveness:
Is information to be provided
to all who need it?

1.

Is information to be disseminated to all
intended audiences?

Yes

No

?

NA

2.

Are attempts being made to make the
evaluation information available to
relevant audiences beyond those directly
affected by the evaluation?

Yes

No

?

NA
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Checklist for Judging the Adequacy of an Evaluation Design— Continued

Criterion

IV.

Criterion Met

Elaboration

General Criteria

A.

Ethical Considerations:
Does the intended
evaluation study strictly follow accepted
ethical standards?

1 . Do test administration procedures follow

2.

3.

B.

professional standards of ethics?

Yes

No

?

NA

Have protection of human subjects guide
lines been followed?

Yes

No

?

NA

Has confidentiality of data been
guaranteed?

Yes

No

?

NA

appropriate sequence?

Yes

No

?

NA

Are department policies and procedures
to be followed?

Yes

No

Protocol:
planned?

Are appropriate protocol steps

1 . Are appropriate persons contacted in the

2.

■^Sanders and Nafziger,

NA

1976.
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Standards for Judging the Merit of Evaluation Studies'''

Technical Adequacy Standards.

Fulfillment of these standards

means that an evaluation study reveals and conveys truthful informa
tion about the merit of the object of the evaluation.

The standards

in this category are:
1. Described Situation— the environment in which
the evaluation was conducted has been sufficiently iden
tified and described that the environmental influences
on the study may be interpreted.
2. Repeatable Situation— the situational conditions
under which the study was conducted are sufficiently con
trollable or available that they can be sufficiently
replicated to allow future tests of the stability of the
study findings.
3. Authentic Situation— the setting in which the
study findings were obtained is sufficiently naturalistic
that the findings can be applied in other practical
setti n g s .
4.
Described Object— the actual object of the eval
uation has been sufficiently described that the audiences
for the evaluation can determine what variations of the
object are covered by the findings.
5.
Described Sample— the persons providing the data
for the evaluation study have been sufficiently identified
and described that the limitations of the study findings
that are due to sampling problems may be assessed.
6 . Representative Sample— the persons providing the
data for the evaluation study are typical of those persons
to whom the study findings will be applied.
7.
Stable Sample— the periodic attrition and re
placement of persons who provided data for the study were
sufficiently described and/or controlled that the charac
teristics of the study sample did not vary from time to
time during the study in unknown ways.

"''Stufflebeam, 1978.
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8 . Valid Measurement— what the data gathering instru
ments and methods, used in the study, actually measure has
been sufficiently verified that these instruments and tech
niques are known to represent and predict findings in
accordance with the intentions and conclusions of the study.
9.
Reliable
ments and methods,
similar results on
the study can have
sults .

Measurement— the data gathering instru
used in the study, give sufficiently
successive trials that the audiences for
confidence in the stability of the re

10.
Homogeneous Scores— the part scores that make up
the total scores, that are presented in the report, give
sufficiently non-contradictory results that the total
scores may be considered to be aggregates of mutually re
inforcing (internally consistent) part scores.
11.
Appropriate Analysis— the study's conclusions
about attainments, correlations, and cause/effect relation
ships are backed up by appropriate analyses, i.e., analy
ses that identify and assess the study's sources of sys
tematic, extraneous, and error variance, and that do not
require unwarranted assumptions about the treatments,
samples, or measures that were used in the study.
12.
Unequivocal Reporting— the evaluation report is
sufficiently clear in the positions it presents on given
issues that different members of the audience would have
no doubt about the study's conclusions and recommendations.
13.
Complete Reporting— the total range of study
findings is sufficiently reported that an examination of
the study's basic data would reveal no findings that were
not included in a technical report from the study.
14.
Objective Evaluators— the persons who obtained
and expressed the study findings were sufficiently inde
pendent of what was evaluated or were sufficiently moni
tored and controlled that the evaluation findings were
not distorted by the personal feelings and prejudices of
these p e r s o n s .
Probity Stand a r d s .

Fulfillment of these standards means that

the study was conducted in a manner that evidences uncompromising
adherence to the highest principles and ideals of the evaluation
profession.

The standards in this category are:
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15.
Ethical Measurement— the measurement practices
used in the study conform to the measurement principles
and practices that have been endorsed by professional
associations of evaluators (see especially the APA/AERA/
NCME Standards for Educational and Psychological T e s t s ,
1974) .
16.
Ethical Human Relations— the study's interactions
with human subjects conformed to codes of ethical practice
that have been endorsed by professional associations of
evaluators [see especially the AERA Division H Code of
Ethics for Evaluators (48), and the APA Ethical Principles
for the Conduct of Research with Human Participants (49)].
17.
Legal Human Relations— the study's involvement
with human subjects— including recruiting, treating, meas
uring, and reporting— conformed to local, state, and
national laws about the use of human subjects.
18.
Legal Use of Funds— the study's acquisition,
allocation, expenditure, and accounting for the use of
resources conformed to local, state, and national laws
about the use of public and private funds.
19.
Legal Use of Information— the study's acquisi
tion, use, and dissemination of information conformed to
local, state, and federal laws about the use of private
and public information.
20.
Honest Reporting— the study's oral and written
reports were free of subterfuge and duplicity and were
candid in disclosing the weaknesses of the evaluation study.
21.
Human Relations— the study's interactions with
human beings evidenced respect for the essential dignity
and worth of these persons.
Utility Standards.

Fulfillment of tfiese standards means that an

evaluation study (produces and disseminates reports that inform prac
titioners and help them carry out their w o r k ) .

The standards in this

category are:
22.
Described Audience— the audiences for the evalua
tion reports and their needs for information from the
evaluation were sufficiently assessed throughout the study
that the evaluation reports can be judged for their re
sponsiveness to the audiences' interests and needs.
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23.
Pertinent Information— the information contained
in the study reports is sufficiently pertinent to the
interests and needs of the evaluation's audiences that
they would rate the reports as relevant to their work.
24.
Applicable Information— the information con
tained in the evaluation reports is so applicable to the
situations where the audience's work that they could act
on the reported conclusions and recommendations.
25.
Comprehensive Information— the information con
tained in the study reports is of sufficient scope that
the evaluation's audiences would judge the reports to be
adequate in their coverage of most pertinent questions
about the object of the evaluation.
[Depending on the
interests and needs of the audiences, such questions may
pertain to context, treatment, alternative treatments,
process, outcomes (including side effects), costs,
causal inferences, and overall merit.]
26.
Detailed Information— the extent of detailed
presentation for the different parts of the evaluation
reports matches the audience's needs for general vs. indepth information so well that they would judge the study
to be effective in meeting their most important informa
tion requirements.
27.
Credible Evaluators— the persons conducting the
study are sufficiently trusted by the members of each
audience that they would initially suppose the findings
to be accurate and free of bias and would assign high
ratings to the credence of the study reports.
28.
Balanced Information— the evaluation reports
are sufficiently equitable in their consideration of
strengths and weaknesses of the object under investiga
tion that the audiences would view the evaluation as an
impartial appraisal of worth as opposed to a jaundiced
attack or a whitewash.
29.
Timely Reporting— the evaluation reports were
released before, or at times when, the audiences needed
them.
30.
Pervasive Reporting— the study findings were
disseminated to all members of the audiences.
Practicality S t andards.

Fulfillment of these standards means

that the plan for conducting an evaluation is (appropriate for use in
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the setting where the evaluation is to be carried out).

The stand

ards in this category are:
31.
Operable Design— the evaluation design is suf
ficiently feasible that its operating assumptions were
met without undue effort or expense.
32.
Diplomatic Evaluators— the evaluators handled
the affairs of the evaluation with sufficient tact that
they did not arouse avoidable hostility among those who
were involved in the evaluation.
33.
Efficient Operations— the evaluators were suf
ficiently efficient and sparing in their use of resources
that their work would not be judged as wasteful.
34.
Cost/Effective Results— the evaluation results
were sufficiently valuable that, given a full accounting
of the costs involved in getting these results, the
audiences would judge the outputs of the evaluation to
be equal or greater in value than the value they would
assign to the resources that were expended in obtaining
these results.
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Table of Contents Based on Work Breakdown of
Evaluation Tasks and Activities

1.

2.

Delineation of Information Needs
1.1

Definition of System
1.11
Model of the System
1.111
System Boundaries
1.112 Elements of the System
1.113 Characteristics of System Elements

1.2

Specification of Decisions
1.21 Description of Antecedents
1.22
Statement of the Decision Setting(s)
1.221 The Decision Authority
1.222 The Decision Responsibility
1.223 Decision Influences
1.224 Clientele for Information
1.225 Decision Timing
1.226
Summary of Decision Questions
1.23
Criterion Variables
1.231 Questions to be Answered
1.232 Alternative Answers to Questions
1.233 Alternative Actions
1.24 Decision Rules
1.241
Single Variable Decision Rules
1.242 Multiple Variable Decision Rules
1.25 Available Evidence

1.3

Evaluation Policies
1.31 Access to Data Sources
1.32 Access to Data Base and Evaluative Information
1.33
Role of Evaluation Authority
1.34 Role of Evaluation Responsibility
1.35 Budget Limitations for Evaluation
1.36
Scheduling Limitations
1.37
Reporting Policies

1.4

Evaluation Assumptions
1.41
Sampling Assumptions
1.42 Treatment Assumptions
1.43 Measurement Assumptions
1.44 Analysis Assumptions
1.43 Model of the Evaluation Design

Plan for Obtaining Information
2.1

Collection of Data
2.11
Information Source (sample)
2.111
Sample Size
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2.12

2.13

3.

2.112
Sampling Procedures
2.113 Population
Instrumentation
2.121
Instrument Type
2.122 Match of Items to Criterion Variables
2.123
Items of Information
Collection Conditions
2.131 Responsibility for Instrument Administration
2.132
Schedule for Instrument Administration
2.133
Setting for Administration

2.2

Organization of Data
2.21 Unit of Organization
2.211 Level of Disaggregation
2.212
Scoring or Coding Format
2.22
Storage and Retrieval Requirements
2.221 Coding Format for Storage
2.222
Storage Procedures
2.223
Storage and Retrieval Facilities
2.224 Retrieval Procedures
2.23 Quality Control Procedures
2.231
Editing Procedures
2.232
Error Checks
2.233 Audit Trail Design

2.3

Analysis of Data
2.31 Unit of Analysis
2.32 Analysis Method
2.33 Analysis Facility

Providing Information
3.1

Preparation of Reports
3.11 Report Audiences
3.12 Reporting Levels
3.121 Micro Level Reports
3.122 Macro Level Reports
3.13 Reporting Mode
3.131 Reporting Media
3.132 Report Content
3.133 Reporting Setting

3.2

Dissemination of Reports
3.21 Procedures for Transmission of Reports
3.22 Procedures for Publication ofReports
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Criteria Sheet for Review Panel of Judges

Criteria

Yes

No

Technical Adequacy
Do the guidelines address the important aspects of
the process of college advisement?_______________________

___

Do the guidelines present any inconsistencies?

___

___

Is each preplanning step vital to an evaluation of
college advisement?

___

___

Is the purpose of the preplanning stage clearly
defined?

___

___

Is the purpose of the guidelines clearly defined?______ ___

___

Is this set of guidelines sufficiently complete?
Would utilization of the guidelines be time effi
cient?
Would utilization of the guidelines be cost effi
cient?
Do the guidelines allow for input from the intended
audiences and persons to be involved in the
preplanning stage?
Do the guidelines facilitate decision making prior
to the implementation of any evaluation design?
Do the guidelines facilitate effective planning
before the initiation of an evaluation?
Do the guidelines facilitate the attainment of
consensus from the persons to be involved re
garding the goals and programs to accomplish
the goals?
Do the guidelines facilitate the development of
evaluation techniques and instruments in
advance of the implementation of evaluation?
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Criteria Sheet for Review Panel of Judges— Continued

Criteria

Yes

No

Utility— Continued
Do the guidelines facilitate the identification of
alternative courses of action regarding programs
to attain the goals of college advisement?
Do the guidelines provide a mechanism to help
determine the credibility of the evaluator(s)
and the evaluation information?
Do the guidelines facilitate the timely reporting
of evaluation information to the evaluation
audiences ?

Practicality
Do the guidelines facilitate the organization of
evaluation resources and activities?
Do the. guidelines allow for the inclusion of
unforeseen considerations throughout the pre
planning stage?
(Is the structure flexible
enough to accommodate unexpected results?)
Do the guidelines provide suggestions for the
development of a positive climate for future
program evaluation?
Is it
feasible to utilize the
planning evaluation of the
advisement as a w hole?

guidelines in pre
process of college

Is it feasible to utilize the guidelines in pre
planning evaluation of certain specific aspects
of
the process of college advisement?
Is it
feasible to utilize the guidelines in a set
ting in which college advisement is already
established and functioning to determine the
need for change within the advisement process?
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W E S T E R N M IC H IG A N U N IV E R S IT Y
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Department of Special Education

(616) 383-1680

August 2, 1979

Dear
Thank you for taking the time to participate in the validation
phase of my dissertation.
I have produced a set of systematic pre
planning guidelines for developing an appropriate information base
on which to determine the need to plan and implement an evaluation
of the process of college advisement.
Enclosed you will find the preplanning guidelines and a cri
teria sheet with which to determine the adequacy of these guide
lines.
Explicit directions for completing the task are included.
I would appreciate it if you could complete the task no later
than Friday, August 10, 1979.
Please contact me as soon as you
have completed the task so that I may pick up the materials.
Feel free to ask any questions for clarification.
My phone
number is:
Home (349-8235) or Office (383-1680).
Again, thank
you for your assistance and cooperation.
I will be sharing the
results of my dissertation with you upon its completion.
Most sincerely,

Mary-Maureen Hill
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Task Directions

1.
Included are (1) the Guidelines, which are divided into the
following four sections:
(a) Procedural Guidelines, (b) the Pre
planning Stage, itself, (c) Preplanning Steps, and (d) Preplanning
Guides, and (2) a Criteria Sheet which contains the desired standards
of technical adequacy, utility, and practicality for the guidelines.
2.

Briefly review the Criteria Sheet.

3. Read the material presented in each section of the guide
lines carefully.
You might want to refer to the Criteria Sheet
frequently as you read through each section.
4.
Please use your professional judgment to answer each ques
tion on the Criteria Sheet by placing an (X) in either the "Yes"
column or the "No" column.
5.
Use the comment section on the Criteria Sheet for further
reactions.
You might want to:
(a) suggest possible additions or
deletions within the preplanning steps, (b) comment on the comprehen
siveness of the guidelines, and (c) comment on the clarity of direc
tions for completing the task.
6 . Place the Guidelines and the completed Criteria Sheet in the
envelope and seal it.
7.

Please call to inform me the task is completed.
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